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Current Topics. 
Solicitors’ Remuneration. 

THe new rule, Ord, 65, r. 48, increasing Supreme Court 
costs by 334 per cent., which was issued as a provisional rule in 
February (ate, p 293). to come into operation on 16th Feb- 
ruary, has now been issued as a final rule, dated 22nd April, to 
come into operation to-day. The only change is the substitution 
of ‘‘ Supreme Court ’’ for King’s Bench Division of the 
High Court of Justice’ i. paragraph 2, which applies the 
rules to ‘‘ all criminal proceedings in the Supreme Court 
Postponement of Cases for the Convenience of 

Counsel. 

In THE Hoase of Lords, on Tuesday, the Lord Chancellor 
stated that a number of applications had recently been made 
to the House to postpong cases for the convenience of counsel 
It became therefore necessary for him to re-state that the con 
venience of the Bar was not of itself a sufficient reason for the 
postponement of a case Different considerations arose in 
the case of illness, but the general rule was as he had laid it 
down An exception to this rule was recognized in the case 
of the officers of the Crown, and this House would always, 
having regard to their executive functions, endeavour to meet 
their convenience. Obviously inconveniences might arise if 
the rule were otherwise. If the House granted an indulgence 
to one counsel, it frequently happened that other counsel who 
could have attended on the date originally fixed for the hear 
ing of a case might find it difficult to attend at the postponed 


hearing 


Treaty Making 

THe TREATIES with Austria and Bulgaria have now received 
statutory sanction, and we are a stage nearer the date assigned 
by the Termination of the Present War (Definition) Act, 1918, 
as the formal end of the war for legal purposes in this country. 
We do not propose to comment on the terms of the Treaties, 
nor to discuss whether the course of revision of the German 
and Austrian Treaties—denied by their authors, but, as every 
one knows, implicit in their origin and nature will be fast 
or slow. When International Law again asserts itself and comes 
under the discussion of jurists, there will be much both in the 
Treaties themselves—the confiscation of private property, for 
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instance—and in the development of methods of war, such 
as the use of bombs from the air—which will call for criticism. 
But at the present time these things are in the domain of the 
politician rather than the lawyer. Ina calmer atmosphere it 
will be possible to consider whether the present methods of 
making war and making peace are a permanent retrogression, 
or only a temporary falling from grace due to extreme provo 
cation and the success of economic and military force 


Rent and Mortgage Restriction Decisions. 

Ir nas been decided by the Divisional Court (Satter and 
Rocue, JJ.) in Vicholson v. Jackson (Times, 29th ult.) that, 
under section 1 (1), proviso (iv,), of the Increase of Rent, &c., 
Act. 1915. a landlord can increase the rent to the full amount 
of any increase of rates charged in respect of the premises, not 
withstanding that he compounds for the rates under the Poor 
Rate Aksessment and Collection Act, 1869, and in fact pays 
to the overseers less than the actual increase. In Re Dunn’s 
{ pplication Times, 12th March) recently, Eve, J., held that 
a mortgage of two houses is protected when one is within and 
the other without the statutory limit. ‘This, indeed, is the 


obvious result of the language of section 2 (4) 


Mandates under the League of Nat ons 


Tue provisions of Art. XXII. of the League of Nations 
Covenant, under which mandatories should exercise on 
behalf of the League as ‘‘a sacred trust of civiliza- 


tion, the duty of safeguarding the well-being and 
development of peoples not yet able to stand by 
themselves under the strenuous conditions of the modern 
world’’ are gradually receiving concrete application. 


The Union of South Africa accepted some time back a mandate 
for the late German Colony of South-West Africa. New 
Zealand has accepted a mandate for Samoa, and other alloca- 
tions have been made, as stated by Mr. Lioyp GEORGE in the 
House of Commons a month 398) It now 
appears that Syria has been allocated to France and Palestine 
and Mesopotamia to Great Britain As to Armenia there 
appears to be a difficulty partly pecuniary and partly due to 
the necessity of expelling the Turkish Army. The Peace 
Council appear to have suggested that the League of Nations 


ago 


(ante , Pp. 


should itself take the mandate for this country; but the 
League, in a reply which the Peace Council wished to keep | 
secret, but which the Times has very conveniently published— 


thereby repeating the service rendered by (we believe) the 
Uanchester Guardian in the publication of the secret treaties— 
states that the League has neither the necessary funds, nor, 
at present, the necessary force Moreover, the terms of Art. 
XXII. forbid that the League of Nations should itself hold 
a mandate. Its function is to supervise the mandatories, and 
each mandatory has to render to the Council of the League an 
annual report. The utmost the Council can do ig to assist the 
Peace Conference to discover some State which will accept the 
mandate, or, that failing, to discuss in conjunction with the 
Peace Council whether other measures can be devised for the 
protection of the Armenian State. This, accordingly, is the 
tenor of the League of Nations’ reply. It follows, of course, 
from the conception of a mandate that it must be exercised 
with a single view to the welfare of the people concerned, and 
that the mandatory State must not accept it with a view to 
material profit for itself or its subjects. This, we imagine, is 
as familiar in Continental law as in our own 


The Test of Insanity in Criminal Cases. 

In tHE Times of 13th April last a very interesting article 
appeared on the subject of ‘‘Crime and Madness—Modern 
Views of Responsibility,’’ the gist of which is that the fests 
of criminal responsibility laid down by the judges in 
McNaghten’s case (1843, 10 Cl. & F. 200) are out of date 
medically, arfd should be treated as out of date legally. The 


writer, who is anonymous, but who has obviously studied the 
question carefully and speaks with no little authority, is on 
the side of the medical profession in the disagreement that has 
long existed between the legal and medical professions as to 


what is the proper test to be applied in order to discover 
whether a person accused of a crime is to be held guiltless by 
reason of insanity. The words of Dr. MaupsLey are quoted, 
describing the legal rules on the subject of responsibility as 

unphilosophical in theory and discredited on all hands by 
practical experience of insanity.’’ But this is a very moderate 
statemeut of the case from the medical point of view, and 
enyone who cares to look into the literature of the subject can 
easily fird passages in which Dr. MaupsLey speaks with 
extreme contempt and some violence of language about the 
views of lawyers with regard to criminal responsibility. A 
perusal of McNaghten’s Case itself will do much to correct this 
exaggerated point of view, and though the principles there 
laid down require reviewing in the light of more recent 
psychological knowledge, the House of Lords might have some 
difficulty in placing the matter on a perfectly satisfactory 
basis. The existing rule is well summed up in the words of 
Mr. Justice Mavte (.MeNaghten’s case, ubi supra, at p. 205); 
‘“‘ To render a person irresponsible for crime on account of un- 
soundness of mind, the unsoundness should, according to the 
law as it has long been-understood and held, be such as ren! 
dered him incapable of knowing right from wrong.’’ Appa- 
rently the medical view advocated by the 7¥mes writer is that, 
if accused persons are only so insane as to be “ slaves of an 
overmastering idea, powerless to resist that which they know 
to be wrong,’’ they are not to be held responsible—-or punish 
able—for acts which in an ordinary case would be crimes; 
‘‘ they merit pity rather than reprobation.’’ Between these two 
views—knowledge of right and wrong, and infirmity of mind 
which prevents this knowledge from having due weight—the 
lawyer has to steer his way, and he certainly ought not to reject 
the assistance of medical science in order to adhere to the 
simple rule of earlier days 


The Authority of McNaghten’s Case. 

McNaGutTen, who was tried for murder, did as a matter 
of fact obtain a verdict of Not Guilty on the ground of in- 
sanity, but this seems to have been due to the manner in which 
Tinpat, C.J., framed his charge to the jury. The jury were 
told that the prisoner would be entitled to an acquittal if he 


| was not sensible “‘ that he was violating the laws both of God 


and man,’’ but if ‘‘ he was in a sound state of mind,’’ the 
verdict must be against him. The case of the prisoner being 
of unsound mind, but not so unsound in mind as to be ignorant 
that he was doing wrong, was not put to the jury, and they 
therefore had no opportunity of pronouncing upon a very 
conceivable state of facts. This verdict and the question as 
to what degree of insanity was properly an excuse for a 
criminal act like murder ‘‘ having been made the subject of 
debate in the House of Lords, it was determined to take the 
opinion of the judges on the law governing such cases "’ (10 Cl 
& F., at 202). As there was no judicial question before the 
House, the judges gave their opinions with some unwilling- 
ness, and it is on the ground that the House of Lords were not 
sitting judicially that the opinions of the judges in this case 
are often said not to be authoritative. McNaghten’s case is, 
however, reported among judicial decisions as though it were 
an ordinary appeal. This was in 1843, and seems to have been 
the last occasion on which the House of Lords thus acted in 
the double capacity of a legislative and a judicial body at the 
same time. Such anachronisms possibly may occur again, 
however, seeing that it is only ten years ago—to be exact, on 
25th July, 1910—that a lay peer was called in to form a 
quorum of the House on its meeting for judicial business: see 
Whiteman v. Sadler as reported in the Times of 26th July, 
1910, the “‘ lay peer ’’ being the Bishop of Bristol. 


Criminal Responsibility and Madness. 

On THE above subject a learned correspondent writes as 
follows: ‘‘ In a recent case the Lord Chief Justice complained 
that every murderer, any of whose relations have ever been in 
a lunatic asylum, now appeals against his conviction on the 
ground that he himself must therefore be deemed insane. As 
a matter of fact appeals to the Court of Criminal Appeal in 
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murder cases have become common form chiefly because such 
an appeal seems to be regarded by the Home Office as an in- 
dispensable condition precedent before it will normally deal 
with a murder appeal. If the prisoner has not exhausted 
his legal remedies (however hopeless), the Home Secretary 
is naturally reluctant to advise the use of its ‘ equity 

to grant a reprieve on the part of the Crown Hence such 
preliminary applications to the Court. But the real difficulty 
in murder cases is our antiquated and unsatisfactory rules of 
law for determining whether or not an accused person is insane 
Those rules were laid down in the celebrated case of 
Macnaghten so long ago as 1843, and no criminologist or patho 
logist now regards them as at all in harmony with existing 
medical knowledge of mental derangement For instance, no 
account is taken of ‘‘ homicidal mania ’’ or of irresistible 
impulse ’’ or of ‘‘ moral mania all known to exist by 
modern psycho-therapeutists—which effectually destroy any 
real responsibility on the part of those who suffer from these 
maladies. The result is that judges and juries in practice dis 
regard strict law and find verdicts of insanity without saying 
that they are disregarding it, but this is unsatisfactory. It 
has to be done su/ rosd, and therefore it is sometimes not done 
when it ought to be done because a stray judge feels bound to 


direct the jury accurately on the law, and induces them 
to give effect to it. in all its fundamental narrowness. In such 
eases the Court of Criminal Appeal is debarred from inter 


fering. Nor will the Home Office usually do so. It is to be 
feared that many sad miscarriages of justice occur, and will 
continue to do so until the law is amended on more enlightened 
lines. Such miscarriages, we fear, are particularly likely to 
occur in the case of ex-soldiers whose mental and moral balance 
has been deranged by their terrible war experiences in ways 
not appreciated by unimaginative judges and juries who have 
no experience of the extraordinary way in which pathological 
states of intellect and morality are produced by the conditions 
of the battlefield in quite decent minds 


Devolution of Legislative Powers. 

Tue Speaker's Committee, according to an interesting and 
obviously specially informed article in Tuesday’s issue of the 
Times, has produced two rival schemes for ‘‘ Devolution 
within Great Britain Each scheme is supported by almost 
an equal weight of opinion. One is championed by Mr 
Speaker Lowtuer himself, the other by Mr. Murray 
MacponaLp. Both are to be reported to Parliament as alter 
native schemes for its consideration Both leave out Ireland 
as the subject of special treatment ; 
local legislative bodies for England, Scotland and Wales. M1 
Macponacp desires new Parliamentary bodies to be newly 
elected by new electorates. The Speaker's proposals are much 
more conservative, They are, indeed, essentially tentative and 
experimental. His proposal is to set up at once, for the dura 
tion of the present Parliament, Grand Councils for England, 
Scotland and Wales These councils are to have powers 
approximately similar to those of a Canadian Province or an 
Australian State. Each is to consist of two Chambers. The 
Lower House is to consist of the existing members of the 
House of Commons, representing constituencies within the 
sphere of the Grand Councils’ jurisdiction—/.¢., the English 
Grand Councils’ Lower House is to consist of all the English 
members. The Upper House is to such of the 
present Peers as the Committee of Selection of the House of 
Lords may nominate for each Province. 
Scots Peers will be placed in the Scots Upper House, including 
those who are also—as most of them are—members of the 
United Kingdom peerage as well. The Executive Govern 
is to be vested in a Chairman, chosen by the Grand 
Council, and Ministers selected by him. The scheme is cer 
tainly interesting, and it seems to be workable. It has an in 
teresting analogy to that of the separate provinces in the Union 
of South Africa. Just one point more may be mentioned. Thi 
present House of Parliament is to sit only in winter and 


consist of 


ment 


meet in autumn. They may choose their own place of meeting 
-—e.g., the Scots members may meet at Westminster, or in 





but both propose separate | 





Presumably all the | 


is 
law aimost 


Edinburgh or 


anywhere else in Scotland. But it is fairly 
obvious to anyone who understands Scots sentiment, that a 
Scots Grand Council dare not choose any other meeting-place 
than the old Parliament House in Edinburgh—-at present 
ver to the Court of Session. The Scots Long Vacation, 
however, some four long, and leaves ample time 
for an autumn Parliament to meet and part without disturb 
the noblesse d rohe { Scotland, as the 
the Scots bar may fairly be described. As regards Wales, we 
presume that Cardiff would be the meeting-place, although 
and Wales is full of romantic minds—-may 
perhaps insist on some more ancient site 


riven 
months 


ins members of 


romantic minds 


Scots Parliament 


The Old 

Ir MAY BE of 
Parliame! t, W hi 
at all after the pattern of Simon pt 
with, it consisted of only one House, presided over by the 
Chancellor, although there were three estates which all met 
namely, the Peers, the Barons, 
; prior to 


some interest to note here that the old Scots 
was not constituted 
To begin 


h came to an end in 1707, 
Monrror r 


together in one chamber 
and the Burgesses. The Peers we are familiar 
the Reformation they included Abbots and Bishops, but the 
Church disappeared altogether from Parliament in the days 
of Joun Knox, The Church had, and still has, its 
separate General Assembly, with its local ecclesiastical courts 
the kirk session, presbytery, and synod. The Barons corre- 
sponded roughly to out Lords of the Manor ’’ ; the manor was 
not known in Scotland, but its equivalent as a feudal court was 
the Barony This was, as a rule, equal to our English 
manors, and may once have been subdivided; but, if so, the 
e vanished from the ken of the historian 
Every holder of a Barony had a seat in Parliament in 
the ‘‘ Baron’s estate this included both lowland lairds and 
land chiefs. No freehold franchise, forty-shilling free- 
holder or otherwise, existed in Scotland. The Burgesses, two 
for each burgh, were chosen by the Corporation of the borough 
an exceedingly close body indeed. That of Edinburgh, at 
the Reform Bill, consisted of just seventeen 
members, all members for life, so that the occurrence of a 
vacancy by death was the occasion of intense political intrigue 
It will be seen that the Scots franchise, down to 1707, was an 
extremely narrow franchise In fact, the Scots Parliament, 
unlike the English, was really an assembly of the tenants-in- 
hief , Crown, whether Peers or Barons (gentry), or 
To some extent, it corresponded to the French 
and with 
Scotland’s in- 
European 


1707, as is 


with ; 


scots 


old manors have 


higt 
g 


the date of 


cle of the 
Corporations 
General: for long association in wat! 
pre-Reformation France had modelled 
stitutions into accord with those of the great 
Monarchy At the Union of the 
well known, the Scots Parliament was superseded al ogether 
The Scots Peers were not in the House of Lords, 
but were allowed to elect sixteen representatives from amongst 
their own a somewhat jnequitable position, but it 
must be remembered that the Scots was then very 
numerous and very unpover! hed.- There having been no new 
since 1707, The 
have in general been given United King 
in Parliament as British hereditary 
Peers Prior to 1707 the Scote 
Session, sat in Parliament, a form of 


States peace 


ome ot 
Parliaments in 


given seats 
numbers 
noble SR¢ 


creation of Scots Peer most are now extinct. 
creat Peers, of course, 
and sit 
Scots 


dom 
Peers, 
judges, the Lords of 


ibolished by the Union. 


peerage 
and not a 
life peerage 
Collusion in UVivorce. 

Divorce LAw is being made quickly in the Courts nowadays, 
because the Probate Division has the assistance of Mr 
McCarptir,. who delights in deciding knotty points of 
as much as the normal court delights in evading the 
And in Laidler vy. 
decision 


paruly 


Justice 


necessity of giving a decision upon therm 


Laidler (Time Ist April) this learned Judge vave hi 

on a point which his predecessors have hitherto contrived 
discreetly to ignore A wife had been abandoned by a hus- 
band whom she suspected of adultery. She asked him to 


spring, so that the Provincial Grand Councils shall be free to | furnish her with evidence of the adultery, in order to facilitate 


Thereupon she brought the 


conjugal rights, refusal to 


divorce proceedings He did so 


action for restitution of 


isua 
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ecmply with an order for restitution being constructive deser- 
tion, and followed it up with a petition for divorce. In such 
cases the normal judge in the Divorce Court asks no juestions ; 
he accepts the evidence as to adultery, p/us the disobedience to 
the order for restitution, without inquiring into the sincerity 
of the proceedings or the bona fides of the petition. But Mr. 
Justice McCarpie felt it necessary to raise the deeper issue, 
and to consider whether the petitioner’s request to the re- 
spondent to supply her with evidence of adultery amounted to 
collusion He held that it did not, aad delivered an interest- 
ing judgment on the nature of This, he held, is 
essentially a fraud on the court, and therefore a contempt of 
court He also followed Churchward v. Churchward (1895, 
P, 7), in holding that—for the purposes of 
ny which disturbs 
fraud on the court It looked, then, as if 
find that a of adultery 
practically amounted to a request to commit adultery, or to 
petend untruly that adultery had been committed—which 
collusion But by an ingenious device 


collusion.”’ 


collusion In 


divorce cases conduct the course of 


justice ’’ is a he 


were going to request for evidence 


would, obviously, be 
he escaped this result. There is a distinction, he said, between 


courtesy "’ and collusion.’’ It is a chivalrous act of one 
litigant to assist his foe by helping him or her with evidence on 
some material point of his or her case. Such chivalry is not 
collusion,’’ merely ‘‘ courtesy.’’ And the court not 
treat a request for evidence to facilitate a suit as anything 
other than a reliance on the chivalry or “‘ courtesy ’’ of the 
ether side, unless further evidence of collusion exists. This is 
an imteresting doctrine, and harmonizes with the modern view 
in favour of not putting unnecessary obstacles in the way of a 
divorce. But it is not easy to reconcile with Lord PENzANcE’'s 
classic warning of the perils attending undue communications 
between petitioner and respondent in divorce suits: Barnes \ 
Barnes (1867, L. R. 1 P. D. 505, at p 507). It is easy to 
see that an earlier generation of judges would scarcely have 


must 


regarded such a request with the wise tolerance of Mr. Justice, 
McCarpie. 


Presbyterian Marriages 

Mr. Justice Horripce made a very common English blun- 
der the other day in the Divorce Court. He evidently had in 
his mind the common English idea that a Presbyterian is a 
‘ dissenter ’’ in Scotland and Lreland, not in the same cate 
gory as an Anglican. That, of course, is a mistake. In Scot- 
land the Presbyterian is the churchman and the Anglican 
the Nonconformist, even when the Presbyterian is a member, 
not of the Established Church of Scotland, but of the Free 
or Free United Churches A statute of 1871 gives to every 
Presbyterian minister in Scotland, of whatever church, the 
right to celebrate marriages as a state clergyman and’ the 
right of accepting a call to a benefice in the Church of Scot 
land. In Ireland there is no distinction between one denomi- 
nation and another ; and the Marriage (Ireland) Act, 1844, by 
section 4, long ago conferred on Irish Presbyterian ministers 
the same right of keeping official marriage registers, which 
their Scottish brethren have always possessed. Section 68 of 
the same statute provides that a certified copy of an extract 
in the register is good legal evidence of the marriage: Wallace 
v. Wallace (1896, 74 L. T. 253). Horriper, J., had before 
him a case in which an Irish marriage had to be proved, and 
at first demurred to the admissibility of a Presbyterian mini- 
ster’s certified copy. His idea was that, as in the case of Eng 
lish dissenters married in chapel, not in church, the registrar's 
certificate was necessary: Whitten vy. Whitten (1900, P. 178) 
When referred to the statute just quoted and a later Act, he 
was convinced that the minister’s certificate was good, but 
then went on to suggest that a Presbyterian had higher privi 
leges in Ireland than in England. The point, of course, is 
that in England the Church of England is an establishéd 
church, with the rights and duties of state officials, whereas 
no such distinction between one church ang another exists in 
Ireland 


— 
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Property Law Reform at Home 


and Overseas. 
, 


THERE are two fields in property law reform, looked at rather 
from the conveyancing’ point of view, in which the oversea 
dominions have led the way and have advanced much further 
than the mother country—devolution of land on death, and 
registration of title to land. These two subjects have no 
necessary connexion with each other, and it is a matter per- 
haps of accident more than anything else that they have in a 
manner been tied together by being frequently dealt with in 
the same statute. 

By the common law, freehold land, of course, devolves, on 
the death of the owner intestate as to the land, upon his heir- 
at-law, who is usually (but not always) the eldest son; if the 
owner disposes of the land by will, it then devolves, at his 
death, upon the devisee. The reform affected in the law of 
devolution of land has consisted in making it devolve accord 
ing to the rules by which chattels devolve. There are two 
stages in this reform, answering to intestacy and testacy. The 
intestacy stage is the change made when, on the owner’s death 
without disposing of his land by will, it devolves upon his 
personal representatives instead of his heir-at-law. The 
testacy stage is the change made when, on the owner’s death, 
his land, whether the subject or not of any testamentary dis 
position, devolves in all cases on his personal representatives 
instead of on his heir-at-law or devisees, as the case may be. 
This devolution of freehold land upon the personal representa- 
tives does not, however, necessarily deprive the heir of his 
interest. in his ancestor’s land, for the executor or administra- 
tor will, on completing his administration and proceeding to 
distribution, be bound to convey the land to whoever is entitled 
to it, and the heir is still in England the person so entitled. 
It is proposed by the Law of Property Bill (clauses 136-138) 
to deprive the heir of all his special interest in his ancestor’s 
land,-and land and personalty not the subject of any testa- 
mentary disposition are to form a mixed fund distributable 
substantially as personalty is now distributed. This reform 
has been already carried out in most of the oversea dominions, 
and it is believed that there are few jurisdictions (of which 
the West Indies furnish some instances) in which the heir-at 
law still takes the sole beneficial interest in freehold land 
on the death of his ancestor intestate as to it. 

Although the heir overseas has nearly everywhere been 
deposed from the position of eminence given him by thecommon 
law, and freehold land is made distributable as personalty, 
what may be called the testacy stage is not yet complete. In 
mapy jurisdictions land does not devolve at once upon the 
personal representatives, but if made the subject of testa- 
mentary disposition passes directly to the devisee as formerly. 
This is so in the Australian States of Queensland and Tas- 
mania, and an illustration from Canada is British Columbia. 

It was not until 1897 that land in England devolved upon 
the personal representatives, leaving the heir still beneficially 
entitled in the event of the owner’s intestacy. For the most 
part, a change in the law was made some time before that date 
overseas, though the first step was usually to abrogate the 
heir’s rights. Thus in 1862 land in New South Wales was 
vested in the personal representatives on the owner’s intes- 
tacy, leaving devised land to pass under the will directly to 
the devisee as before. In many of the dominions the original 
statutes have been consolidated, and the most usual form of 
enactment now in force is one by which all property, real and 
personal, is made to devolve upon the personal representatives 
and be distributable as personalty. Occasionally separate 
enactments deal with land, as in Nova Scotia, where these 
enactments are modelled on the Statutes of Distribution (Rev. 
Stat. 1900, ec. 140). In Ontario the English Act of 1897 


(Part I. of the Land Transfer Act, Sas served as a model 
for much of the Devolution of Estates Act (Rev. Stat. 1914, 
c. 119), but section 1 of the English Act is freely altered so 
as to embrace “‘ 


instead of 





Mr. Hay Halkett, who has been transferred from Greenwich. sat at 
Lambeth Police Court on Monday fer the first time as one of the 
magistrates permanently attached to the court 
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One change in the law of the devolution of property on 
death is worth notice, though at present it has not spread 
very far. In one province of Canada it is enacted that 
‘ illegitimate children sha‘] inherit from the mother as if they 
were legitimate, and through the mother if dead, any real o1 
personal property which she would if living have taken 
from any other person’’ (Saskatchewan, Devolution of 
Estates Act, Rev. Stat. 1909, c. 43, s. 23.) On the othe 
hand, in Ontario it is expressly enacted, by section 27 of the 
Devolution of Estates Act (Rev. Stat. 1914, ¢. 119), that ‘‘ an 
illegitimate child or relative shall not share under any of the 
provisions of this Act 

In point of actual time, the oversea dominions were ver 
little ahead of England in introducing any system of regi 
tration of title properly so called—that. is, where the title of 
the owner on the register is warranted or guaranteed by the 
State. The first English Act on this subject was the Land 
Registry Act, 1862. Prior to the date of that Act only thre: 
dominions had passed statutes of a similar kind—-South Au 
tralia and British Honduras in 1858, and British Columbia 
in 1861. It is reasonable to suppose, and pretty nearly cer 
tain, that all three oversea statutes were, like the English 
Act, framed with some regard to and help from the Report 
of the Royal Commission made in 1857. The difference 
between the four schemes are, however, very great, and their 
subsequent developments differed even more than the original 
schemes. The scheme of the English Act broke down 
altogether, and has been replaced by that of the 1875 and 
1897 Acts. The British Honduras scheme has remained at 
the same level, re-enacted in successive revisions of the statute 
law. The british Columbia scheme has been continually 
amended and improved, but remains, on the whole, a system 
sui generis, except so far as it has adopted features of othe 
systems. The South Australian scheme became the origin of 
the ‘‘ Torrens ’’ system, and has spread over the whole of 
Australasia, a great part of Canada, and many scattered terri 
tories throughout the Empire, including some of the old 
settled West Indies, and a modern protectorate like the 
Federated Malay States. The system now in force in Ontario 
is principally framed on the model of the English Acts of 
1875 and 1897, but both the Ontario and British Columbia 
systems have borrowed largely from the Australian Torrens 
system. 

Something was said in the preceding article of this series 
(ante, p. 442) about registration in general, and the difference 
between the English system of registration of title and those 
most generally adopted overseas. The differentiation is shewn 
at its sharpest in the contrast between the two methods of 
treating the legal estate in its relation to the registered estate 
or ownership. Whilst in England the legal estate of the common 
law is considered to remain in existence alongside of and not 
withstanding the registered ownership, the view taken over 
seas—at all events, where the Australian system of registra 
tion of title prevails—is that the old legal estate is merged 
and superseded by the registered ownership. The oft-quoted 
case of Capital and Counties Bank v. Rhodes (1903, 1 Ch. 631) 
illustrates the English view. The oversea view is to be found 
stated definitely in two Australian cases—-both under the regis- 
tration statute of New South Wales. In the first of these, 
Macindoe v. Wehrle (1913, 13 State Rep. 500) the plaintiff (the 
registered owner of leasehold land) sought to recover posses 
sion of the land from the defendants on the ground that they 
had committed a breach of covenant in assigning their lease 
(held of the plaintiff) without the lessor’s consent. But, the 
assignment not being in statutory form and therefore neither 
registered nor registrable, it was held by the Supreme Court 
of New South Wales that no legal estate had passed to the 
assignee, and that therefore there had been no breach In 


pay the rent.’’ (In England the invalid lease might, under 
the Judicature Acts, have nevertheless entitled the plaintiff 
| to recover rent, but these Acts were not in force in New South 
| Wales.) Apart from any aid from the principle of Walsh v. 
| 





Lonsdale (21 Ch. D. 9), which might have affected the decision 
| ol the second of these cases, had they been decided in England, 
|} and apart from any differences between leases here and in 


Australia, Capita d Counties Ba v. Rhodes is sufficient 


| 
| to shew that the view taken by the Australian court of the 
| relation between the legal estate and the registered ownership 
uuld not be taken by an English court dealing with the 
| Land Transfer Acts, 1875 and 1897 i! England both these 
Australian cases would probably have ended in decisions being 
given in favour of the plaintiffs: The three cases cited well 
| illustrate the different es on which registration of title 1s 


developing at home and oversea 


ieath, and regis 


| There is one difference Lo be noticed belween the two 
reiorms reterred to 

tration ol title Whilst the tormer |! irving degrees, 
spread over practically the wh of the dominions under the 
| common law, the latter has extended ‘ly over an area of 
roughiy hail the Empire In some f the older settled 
dominions, such as the Eastern Provi f Canada, little 
progress has so far been made with registration of | title, 
though the abrogation of the heir’s rights on his ancestor’s 
death is generally of long standing In many dominions, old 
and new, registration ol title ha not vel been intreduced 
at all In most of the dominions where it does exist, there 
are still considerable areas of land not yet placed on the 
register. The change in the law of devolution of land on 
death applies, where it applies at all, to all land in that 


registered or unregistered To this there seems 


jurisdiction 
ighout the Empire; in Ireland 








| (Ireland) Act, 1891, ss. 83, 84 

















the other case, Davis v. McUonochie (1915, 15 S. R. 510), the 
eg (registered owners of freehold land) were also the 

of the defendant, and sued him under the covenant to 
The lease here, too, was not 


y rent contained in the lease. 
It. was held by 


in statutory form, and was not registered. 


the Supreme Court that no estate had passed to the defendant. 





to be only one except n thro 

a distinction in this respect is made between registered land 
vested ina purchaser under the Land Acts, and all other land, 
registered and unregistered: Local Registration of Title 
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(To hye continued ) 


Law and Equity—The Legal 
Estate. 


It was thought at one time that the effect of the Judicature 
Acts, and particularly of sections 24 an 125 of the Judicature 
Act, 1873, would be to amalgamate common law and equity 
syt the day has not vet come when, in the 


for all purposes 
whether a 


words of M AITLAND, 


civen rule be a rule ot equ ty or a rule 


law yel Wil (rma j bcp ues 
» ol common Ww The 
expected fusion of law and equity has not yet taken place, 
and one of the most convincing proofs of thi the position 
in the law of property of the legal estate. Not the least of 
the peculiarities about the legal estate 18 
of equity and by equitable doctrines that 
position has been assigned to it It, almost. seems as though 
courts of equity, having originally attained t 
importance by making the legal estate their | 
were bent on redressing the wrong done by e!] 
legal estate into a position of unnecessary and undeserved pre 


that it is by courts 
its commanding 


heir power and 
umble servant, 


’ thi ime 


eminence. 


The singular position now occupied by the lk tein the 
English law of property particularly lat | the 
partial amalgamation of common law and equity effected by 
the Judicature Acts, 1 the subject of a small entitled 

The distinction and anomalie rising out jut ible 
doctrine of the legal estate,’ written by rk. M. P 
WiILLoUuGHBY, and published in 1912 In pa ol 
some 140 pages a number of these tion und 
anomalies ’’ are collected and commented o1 the claim 
made in the preface, that no previous atiempt to bring 
together ’’ this materia) appears to be justifies My \ " 

ttle hook has hardliv attracted the fention at 
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deserves. The book consists of six chapters, the first entitled, 
** The differentiation of the legal and the equitable estate,” 
and the sixth, ’ dealing with the 
right of possession which under various circumstances equit- 
able owners are allowed But the best is contained in 
Chapters, 2, 3 and 4, which are concerned with the plea of 
bond fide purchase and tacking. These chapters will be found 
to be of very real assistance to anyone, whether student or 
practitioner, who desires to understand how equity has come 
to shew, and continues at ' 


, 
I ossession 77 Ppersonat 
j ’ 


part 


the present day to shew, such 
exaggerated respect for the legal estate under certain circum- 
stances. 

The explanation of this attitude of the English courts when 
administering equitable law—if the phrase may be allowed 
is, in the that the am vaination 
of common law and equity effected by the Judicature Acts is 
partial and procedural only. Thi exp! ination, however, like 
others of extreme brevity, is too brief 
of much practical help in understanding the matter, 
necessary to enlarge a little 

The doctrine of tacking,- which introduces an exception to 
the maxim, (Vue prior est tempore potior est jure, 
to the priorities in nterest « several 
same property, depends 
ance attached to the legal estate combined with the doctrine 
of purchase without notice. The most common case of tack- 
ing is where a third mortgagee, taking without notice of a 
second mortgage, gets in the legal estate from the first mort 
gagee and is then entitled to rank prior in interest to the 
second mortgagee The maxim here acted on is Jn 
equal gure melior est conditio possidentis, or its equivalent 
‘* Where there is equal equity the law But it is 
rather begging the question to say that in such a case the 
equities are equal, and it is only the respect. paid by English 
courts of equity to the legal estate that causes this last-cited 
maxim to be acted on rather than the former—Quwi prior in 
tempore, &e. The explanation given by Lord HarpwickeE in 
the year 1754 (Wortley v. Birkhead, 2 Ves. Sen. 571) was that 
the doctrine of tacking is due to the fact of law and equity 
being administered in different courts. He said It could 
not happen in any other country bu6 this, because the juris- 
diction of law and equity is administered here in different 
courts and creates different kind of rights in estates. moar 
But if this had happened iin any other country it could never 
have made a question, for if the law and equity are admin 
istered by the same jurisdiction, the rule Qi prior est tempore 
potior est jura must hold.’’ Whether Lord Harpwicke’s 
explanation of the origin of tacking be the true one or not, he 
would certainly be much surprised to find that at the present 
day, notwithstanding that ‘‘ law and equity are administered 
by the same jurisdiction ’’ in England, the doctrine of tacking, 
and the precedence given to the chance possession of the legal 
estate, are still flourishing as part of our jurisprudence. 

Mr. WitLLoveusy closely analyses and keenly criticises the 
twin doctrines of the plea of bond fid« purchaser and tacking. 
He considers, referring for support to Srory’s Equity 
Jurisprudence,’’ that Lord Harpwicke’s explanation is 
hardly sufficient This, however, is not material to the value 
of his disquisition on the actual position that the legal estate 
even now undoubtedly occupies. And he certainly succeeds 
in shewing that the whole question of preferring the legal 
estate, in the face of the substantial rights of an equitable 
owner, is unsatisfactory and often illogical. 

This illogical advantage enjoyed by the holder of the legal 
estate under the plea of purchase without notice, and the 
doctrine of tacking, constitute a strong argument for acting 
on Lord Harpwick’s dictum that this advantage could not ‘ 
be enjoyed if law and equity were administered together in 
the same court, and for amending the Judicature Acts so as 
to secure the prevalence of the more reasonable rule embodied 
in the maxim Qui prior est tempore, &c. The better equity 
should in all cases be allowed to prevail. Another definite 
reason for abrogating the doctrine of tacking, and with it the 
artificial value now placed on the legal estate, is that whereve: 


fewest possib words, 


and condensed to be 
and it is 


with respect 
incumbrancers on the 
for its essential effect. on the import- 


hall prevail 


registration of conveyances and mortgages is required— 
whether the system be one of registration of title or registra- 
tion of deeds—tacking is at once usually made impossible. 
Under the Yorkshire Registries Act, 1884 (s. 16), protection 
by possession of the legal estate or by tacking is expressly 
abrogated. Priority of interest is, where there is a register, 
governed by priority in order of registration. 
any further general fusion of common law and equity, it would 
at least seem advisable to abrogate the doctrine of tacking by 
making all equitable interests rank in order of the time of 
their creation, when this is not brought about by the existence 
of a register which applies to the transaction and makes order 
of registration the test of priority. 

The chief function of the legal estate at present is to afford 
a means of settling priorities among competing and conflicting 
interests. This is, in fact, much more effectively done by some 
system of registration—either of title or deeds. Great confu- 
sion has been introduced into the system of registration of 
title under the Land Transfer Acts by the collision of the old 
legal estate with the registered title. The right principle for 
systems of registration of title is that the register is really a 
substitute for the old legal estate, not an additional supra- 
legal estate. The gradual extension of registration of title on 
a proper basis should lead to a gradual elimination of the old 
technical legal estate, and eventually to its disappearance as 
an interest in land of any practical value. 


The Real Property Bill. 
(Continwed from page 408.) 
IV. 


Conveyancing and Other Matters.—Mr. Cuerry’s Bill, as 
amended by the Joint Select Committee, will probably soon be 
available, and hence we do not propose to say much more about the 
Bill in its original form ; though it is unlikely that the original form 
will be to any material extent altered. Some rearrangement ot 
clauses there may be—we have, for instance, pointed out that 
clause 25, dealing with the execution of instruments by corporations, 
is out of place in Part L., which should be confined to laying down 
| the general principles of the assimilation of real to personal estate- 

and some additional reforms will, no doubt, be introduced ; but it 

would be too much to expect that the Joint Committee will 
| attempt any general fe-drafting of the Bill. 

| We should also notice—we have, perhaps, not kept this sufficiently 
in view in our comments on the Bill—that, according to the 

Memorandum prefixed to it, the promoters recognize that, “if and 

when the Bill is passed, measures will be required for consolidating 

the different branches of statute law affected.” We understand that 
it is intended to act on this statement, and that Bills for consoli 
dating,the various statutes affected will be passed before the present 
measure comes into force. If this intention is fully carried out we 
| shall have consolidated Conveyancing, Settled Land, Trustee and 
Land Transfer Acts, and thus the greater part of the present 
measure will be transferred to more appropriate statutes, and there 
| will be left the provisions for abolishing copyhold and other 
customary tenures, for assimilating the law of real and personal 
| property, and for regulating the new distribution of property into 
legal and equitable estates and interests. We presume there would 
also be a new Statute of Descent and Distribution dealing with the 
devolution of both real and personal estate. This should include 
the provisions (Part IX.) of the Bill which are to replace Part I. of 





| the Land Transfer Act, 1897. 


The carrying out of the plan will hate very important effects on 
the present measure, and will materially contribute to its success. 
To take first the general principles contained in Part I. (Assimilation), 
it will te easier to secure that this Part shall really be confined to 
uch principles, and shall not include any conveyancing details. One 
such case we have noticed above. Others will readily be found. 
Thus clauses 3 (5) and 6 (4) prescribe that a purchaser shall be 
entitled to have a title toa coat estate given to him, where possible, 
under a trust or power binding equitable interests. This is a con- 
veyancing matter, and should be in Part III. Moreover, these 
provisions appear to be repeated in effect in clause 27 (3)—also in 
Part 1.—making void a stipulation in a contract requiring a purchaser 
to take a title otherwise than under a settlement or a trust for 
sale, where such a title can be made. There may be a reason for 
having these double provisions, but we suggest for consideration 
whether both sets are in fact necessary. And there is more in 
lauses 26 (vesting orders) and 27 (mode of conveying legal 
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estates) which merits observation. Under clause 27 the power of 
the court to transfer a legal estate by vesting order is preserved 
but clause 27 provides that the order shall operate as though it were 
a conveyance executed by the “estate owner What is the 
necessity for this? It would, of course, be necessary if there wer 
a provision that only a conveyance by the estate owner could | 
effective But this is not so \ vesting order is recognized as 
having independent authority, and there is no need to “ camouflage 
Wwe find anothel 


it as being a conveyance by the estate owner Then 
elanse besides clause 27 dealing with conveyances of legal estates 
This is clause 10, which specifies the purposes for which a cAnvey 
ance of such an estate can be made—to transfer the whole lega 
estate, to create a term of years, to create or reserve an easement 
and so on. The first sub-section of this clanse has a long intro 
duction, which overburdens it as a matter of drafting and makes it 
difficult to follow This, re juired, should inserted s¢ parate ly 
by wav of proviso or otherwise. But, in any case, clauses 10 and 2 
are so related in subject matter that they should apparently be 
placed together. 

We have not referred yet to clauses oa, 6 ind a which deal with 
legal and equitable powers \ legal power 1s a power vest: ad in th 
owner of a legal es‘ate in respect of his estate ; every other power 
is an equitable power. This, of course, corresponds to the broad 
distinetion established by Part [. between legal estates, with whicl 
alone a purchaser of land will be concerned. and equit ible estates 
trust for sale or a sett! 


which, in general, will arise either under 4 

ment. Accordingly, equitable powers are to be shifted so as to take 
effect behind a trust for sale or a settlement. We should have b 
inclined to Say that this Wa it necessary consequence ¢ 
gal and equitable: but the 


powers on an inde pendent footing, nd we are not prep 


w 


arrangement of estates as 





18 finally 


that this is unnecessary. It shon'd be noticed that claus 
abolishes the rule that a contingent remainder requires a particular 
estate of freehold to abolish it thus confirming the abolition 
resulting from the circumstance that in future remainders, whethe 

vested or contingent, ean only take «ffect in equity ; and it abolish 

the old perpetuities rule that an estate cannot be limited to the 
child of an unborn tenant for life. 

We have confined ourselves in the main to questions arising 0 
the scheme for the assimilation of real to personal property, at e 
consequent re-arrangement of leral and equitable interests. It 
this part of the Bill which is of chief interest to the real proy 
lawyer, and it is by this that the success of the Bill will be test 


We do not pretend to have thought out all the intri« wies which the 
draft-man had in his mind, and for the due regulation of which, 
under the new scheme, he ‘had to pr wicle Th task require 
in the first place, a cleat conception of the w hole f the estat 


} 


interests and powers, legal and equitable, which it is intended shall 
exist: and then an equally clear conception of the mode in which 
these powers are to operate, and these estate and interests to be 
created and transferred, and how they are to be mutually rela 
All this, no doubt, the draftsman and those who have h Iped him 


have had in their minds, and Part | of the Bill—shorn as wi ive 
suggested of certain excrescences—gives the scheme whir the 
have devised Speaking generally. it offers good prospect of succes 


Lf thr Bill 18 pressed forward, we d mbt wheth I there will he iny 
snbstantial alterations in the scheme, and any defects it may have 


will be shewn by experience We defer for the present any cor 


sideration of the specific amendments of the Conveyancing an 
other Acts g 
ance, they do not touch the general scheme tor altering th: 
foundation of the law of real property. 


Although many of them are of great practic | Import 
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the party, to the Profiteering Committee that the charges were ex 
cessive. The Profiteering Committee thought there was a primd facie 
case, as the meal in fact had consisted only of seven sausages, chipped 
potatoes, four pieces of bread, six smal! cakes, and a pot of tea for 
four, and they served a notice on the railway company to appear and 
answer the complaint. The railway company then applied for a rule 
mai to restrain the committee from dealing with the complaint on the 
ground that the charge of 12s. 1d. was made for the meal as a whole. 
The only articles which came within the Act were the six small cakes 
(sweets, as they were ca led in the bil! 
complained of Sausage 
of the Order of the 
cooked or prepared food 


and these were not separately 
s, they said, did not come within Schedule IT. 
ird of Trade, because they were not ‘ ready 

Neither did chipped potatoes cume within 





the term fresh vegetables.’" The Divisional! Court dit] not accede to 
the company’s contention, as in their view the charge of 12s. 1d. was 
not for a meal as a whole, but for a number of articles supplied separ 
ately at separate prices Accordingly they discharged the rule The 
railway company appealed from the decision of the Divisional Court 
The point was then taken that no wppeal would he from the Divisional 
Court to the Court of Appeal. The ol jection against the appeal being 
heard was taken first, and was argued last sittings. After considera 


tion the Court dismissed the objection 
hearing. Without hearing counsel! for the 
missed the appeal 

Bankes, L.J., said that the 
@ meal to the order of a m mn was not se 
within the meaning of the Profiteering Act 
objection was taken to the jurisdiction of th 
mmittee to entertain Mr. W 
argued, first, that the Profiteering Act. 1919. did not ip ily to this type 
of transaction ; secondly, that the propert? in the articles sold did not 
pass ; ind, last y, that the Act did not apply, 
involved « mething mot than a mere 8 


ind the appe al came on for 
respondent, the Court die- 
ntended that the serving of 
ing articles to that person 
1919, and on that ground 
Manchester local profit- 


ippellants 


eering <« 


because the transaction 
Counsel had contended 





that it was a comp im transactior It was, however, plain, when 
the words of the Act were considered, that they did apply to this par 
ticular transaction, and he (his lordship) came to this conclusion from a 


consideration of the plain words of the statute His lordsh p read 
eection 1, sub-section 7, of the statute. and the Order of the Board 
of Trade of 11tl Septemb I 1919, and « x pre sed his opinion that the 
articles in the present case had been ordered separate vy, and he referred 


to section 1 (1) of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, as supporting his view 
that there wae here a contract transferring the property in the articles 
so soon as the order was given by Mr. W n, and accepted by the 
waiter, and the goods appropriated Another test could be found in 
section 14 of the Sale of Goods Act, for it ould be impossible to 


varranty as to the fitness of the article sold 
for the purpose for which they were ordered. His lordship referred to 
Wren v. Holt (1903, 1 K. B. 610) and to # Birmangham Profiteering 
Committee (26 T. L. R. 92), and said that in 
substantially the same argument had been advanced as that put for 
ward by the appellants here—namely, that the Act was not intended 


exclude the application of 


the Birmingham case 


to apply to iles at restaurants He agreed with the Lord Chief 
Justice’s judgment in that case Phere was no doubt that these articles 
were to be viewed separately—the cakes (sweets they were called in the 


bill) were certainly within the schedule; and the Divisional Court had 


held in the Birn nahe m case that sausages came within article 31 as 
** ready cooked or prepared food He agreed that there was no differ 
ence in the application of the Act, whether the person went into a shop 
or @ restaurant. and bought food ready cooked or ordered it to be 
cooked for him to eat thers In his opinion the Act applied to this 
transaction, and the committee therefore had jurisdiction to hear the 
compla nt His lordship added that he express y desired to reserve 
his opinion as to whether a ‘* meal would be a sale within the Pro 
fiteering Act 

Scrutton and Arxry, L.JJ., gave judgment to the like effect, and 


would be within the Act, 
CounseL, for the appellants, 


on the point whether a “ meal 


give no opinion 


expressly 


desired to Rawlin 


gon. K.C.. and Cautley, K.C for the respondent, Barrington Ward, 
K.C., and Du Pareq Sotictrors, A. de ¢ Parmiter; Austin, & 
Austin, for Thos. Hudson, Manchester 


{Reported by Exsxrne Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re BROWN’S PATENT. 15th April 


y” TeRM—PATENTs anp DesiGns Act, 1907 (7 Eb. 
PATENTS AND Desions Act, 1919 (9 & 10 Geo. 5, 


Sargant, J 


PaTENT— EXTENSION 
7, c. 29), s. 18 (1 


c. 80), ss. 6 ann 7 


The term of a patent can be extended under the Patents and Designs 


4ct, 1919, after the patent has expnred, and by originating summons. 


This was an originating summons for extension of the term of-a 
patent. In 1902, one William Brown took out letters patent for im- 
provements in hopper barges and dredgers. He was a large shareholder 
im and managing director of W. Simons & Co. (Limited), which com- 


pany, up to the outbreak of war, had built vessels which contained his 
invention. In 1915 the company became a controlled establishment, 
and thereafter only completed one dredger ship. In December, 1916, 
the whole period of fourteen years for which the patent was granted 
Brown now asked by the originating summons 


eame to an end. W 


lson’s complaint. It had been | 











that, -f necessary, the period within which application might be made 
for the extension of the term of his patent, or for the grant of new 
letters patent in respect of the same, might be extended, or that an 
order might be made granting a new patent for such a term as might 
be specified therein. The Patents and Designs Act 1919, by section 
6 (1) increased the term limiting the duration of patents from fourteen 
to sixteen years, and section 7, sub-section (1) of the same Act added 
the following proviso :—‘* Provided that the Court may, in its dis- 
cretion, extend such period within which such a petition may be 
presented.” 

Sarcant, J., after stating the facts, said :—Section 18, sub-section 
(1), of the Patents and Designs Act, 1907, provides that a ‘* petition 
for the extension of a patent for a further term must be presented at 
least six months before the time limited for the expiration of the 
patent. Section 7, sub-section (1), of the Patents and Designs Act, 
1919, added the following proviso to that.-enactment :—‘‘ Provided that 
the Court may, in its discretion, extend such period within which 
such a petition may be presented.”’ That language is obviously in 
appropriate to a case like this. There is no period to be extended, but 
only a period of time before which the petition had to be presented 
The real meaning is that the Court can allow the petition to be 
presented after the period of six months before the expiration of the 
patent. Then it is said that an application for an extension of a 
patent cannot be made after it has expired, because there is no longer 
a patent or a patentee. But there has been a patentee, and one object 
of section 7 of the 1919 Act, as shewn by sub-section (3), is obviously 
to protect patentees who, by reason of the war, have suffered loss or 
damage. In such a case it is provided that’an application for extension 
of the period within which the Court can be applied to for an extension 
of the patent may be made by originating summons, and in my judg 
ment the Court has jurisdiction to hear and deal with an application 
for an extension of the period within which the Court is asked to 
extend a patent, although the patent has expired, and the application 
is made by originating summons. In the result, the applications will be 
referred to Chambers, in order that proper advertisements may be 
issued, so as to give an opportunity to persons who would be affected 
by an extension of the patent to come in and make their objections 
The Court can then extend the patent on terms which will protect 
who have started manufacturing, or have otherwise acted in 
patent.—CounseL, PR. Moritz; J. 
Cooke & Carpmeael, Solicitors 


persons 
reliance on the expiration of the 
lustent'artmell SoiiciTrors, Hristows, 
for the Board of Trade. 

[Reported by Leonarp Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
Court of Appeal. 


SOTA & AZNAR v. RALLI BROS. No. 1. 27th February; 
2nd, 3 d, and 26th March. 


Conetictr or Laws—ContTract—CHARTER-PARTY—FREIGHT—LIMITATION 
or Amount PayaBLe ror Freicut sy Foreign LAw—ILLEGALITY 
Imetiep Excerption—-Law or PLACE or PERFORMANCE. 


{ contract is in general invalid in so far as the performance of tt is 
alle gal by the law of the country where the contract ts to be pe rformed. 
Where, therefore, a contract was made by charter-party between British 
charterers and Spanish shipowners for the carriage of a cargo of jute 
from'Caleutta to Barcelona at £50 a ton, half to be paid on shipment 
and the balance on delivery, and before the ideal of the vessel a 
decree of the Spanish Government made tt an offence either to pay or 
to receive above certain maximum rates, which in the case of jute were 
much below £50 a ton, 

Held, that the charterers’ obligation was one to be performed tn 
Spain and was duly performed by the tendering of the maximum freight 
permitted by Spanish law by the Spanish receivers of the cargo, and 
that the shipowners could not recover the difference between such 
maximum and the freight contracted to be paid by suing im the English 
Court 

Appeal by Messrs. Sota & Aznar, the London house of a Spanish 
shipping company, the Compania Naviera Sota & Aznar, from 4 
judgment of Bailhache, J., on an award of an umpire in an arbitration 
between the parties. The charterers, Messrs. Ralli Brothers, chartered 
the owners’ steamer to take a cargo of jute from Calcutta to Barcelona 
by charter-party of 3rd July, 1918, freight to be £50 per ton of five 
bales. One half of the freight was to be paid on the vessel's sailing 
from Calcutta, and the balance on discharge of the cargo at Barcelona 
The charter-party contained no cesser clause. On the arrival of the 
steamer at Barcelona the consignees of the cargo, who had purchased it 
from Messrs. Ralli Brothers, refused to pay the balance of the freight 
in full on the ground that the Spanish Government had passed emer 
gency legislation fixing maximum rates of freight on all necessary 
commodities imported. In the case of jute this was fixed at 875 pesetas 
per ton, and the consignees only paid up to that limit. The full freight 
payable under the charter-party would have amounted to £298,000 
and the maximum payable under the Spanish freight legislation was 
£202,000. The owners claimed the balance of £96,000, and contended 
that the contract, being an English one, must be interpreted entirely in 
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accordance with English law, and that impossibility of performance 
owing to Spanish legislation was no answer to their ciaim in an English 

Court. Bailhache, J., held that the rule was correctly laid down in 
Cunningham vy. Dunn (3 C. P. D. 443), and that the owners’ claim 
failed. The owners appealed. Cur. adv. vult 

Tue Court dismissed the appeal. 

_ Lord STERNDALE, M.R., said that the appeal raised a difficult ques 
tion as to the rights of the parties to a charter party, when the per 
formance of it, or of part ol it, Was prevented by the iaw of the 
country in which the peritormance was to take place ; The question Was 
what was the amount of freight payable by the charterers to the shij 
owner. ‘T'lrere was a clause excepting ‘‘ restraint of princes.’’ There wa 
no cesser clause, and although clause 30 provided that the balance of the 
freight was to be collected from the receivers of the cargo, the charterer 
still remained liable in case of non-payment by the receivers. ‘Ihe 
charter was made in London on the charterer’s usual] form between the 
charterers and a firm of Sota & Aznar by telegraphic authority and 
as agents for the owners, a Spanish c mpany, the Compania Naviera 
Sota & Aznar. There wes no doubt that it was an English charter 
governed by English law. The umpire had found as a fact that in 
September, 1918, there came into operation in Spain a decree which had 
the force of law fixing the maximum freight payable on jute imported 
into Spain at 875 pesetas a ton. It appeared from the documents pro 
duced that persons who infringed the decree made themselves liable to 
penalties. The result was that it became illegal in Spain to pay or 
receive a higher freight than the maximum fixed by the decree. Messrs. 
Ralli had sold the cargo to a firm of Godo & Co. at a price which wa 
not stated as c.i.f., but the invoice shewed that the second half of the 


freight was to be paid as part of the contract price per ton Phe 
Court, however, had nothing to do with the rights existing between th: 
charterers and Messrs. Godo & Co. When the vessel arrived the r: 


ceivers tendered freight to the amount which they considered correct 
at the rate of 875 pesetas a ton, but the shipowners refused to deliver 
the cargo except on payment of the charter rate of £50 a ton. Litiga 
tion took place in Spain, and eventually the rights of the shipowner and 
charterer on the contract had to be decided on the case stated by the 
umpire. The most important question related to the obligation imposed 
on the charterer for the payment of freight. It was contended by the 
shipowner that there was an absolute obligation to pay £50 a ton. and 
that the subsequent clauses concerning payment in Spain were only 
instructions which did not alter that obligation, and therefore that the 
performance of that part of the contract might be carried out in Eng 
land, and that the charterers were therefore liable. He (his lord 
ship) was not sure that the contention was right if that were the obliga 
tion. The shipowners were a Spanish company, and a debtor must 
seek his creditor and pay him in his own country. Messrs. Sota & 
Aznar, the firm in London, were not the creditors, and had go signed 
the charter as to prevent their having rights or liabilities under it. 
But he did not think that that contentian correctly stated the char 
terer’s obligation. The clauses as to the place of payment constituted 
part of the obligation to pay, and were not mere instructions. The 
contract and obligation therefore were to pay on delivery in Spain in 
cash—i.e., Spanish currency or approved bills at the charterers’ option 
The simultaneous acts of delivery and payment were both to be per 
formed in Spain, and the shipowners were a Spanish company. The 
performance of the contract was therefore illegal by the law of the 
place of its performance. In his lordship’s opinion the law was cor 
rectly stated by Professor Dicey in his Conflict of Laws (second 
edition, p. 553), where he said : ‘‘.A contract is in general invalid in so 
far as the performance of it is illegal by the law of the country where 
the contract is to be performed.’’ That statement was in accordance 
with the cases of Ford yv. Cotesworth (L. R. 5 Q. B. 544) and Cunning 
ham v. Down (3 C. P. D. 443). Those cases had been criticized, not ably 
in Carver on Carriage by Sea, but they were still authorities, and 
they supported the view that he had expressed. The appellants argued 
that they were inconsistent with Barker v. Hodgson (3 M. & 8. 270 
and Sjoerds v. Luscombe (16 East, 201), and that the latter cases wer 
the authorities applicable to the present case. But when those cases 
were decided the doctrine that a person who contracted absolutely to 
perform a contract must do so, whatever the difficulties as laid down 
in Paradine vy. Jane (Aleyn, 26) had not been qualified as in later 
authorities. They might be reconciled with the later cases, which he 
(his lordship) had cited, in the manner suggested in Scrutton on Charte 
parties, p. 298, but if there were a difference between them and Ford 
v. Coteaworth and Cunningham v. Down he preferred to follow the 
later authorities. The appellants also relied on the case of Jacob \ 
Crédit Lyonnas (12 Q. B. D 589} He did not, however, think that 
the headnote of that case was correct. On principle and authority the 
charterers were not bound to perform that part of the contract—z.e., 
the payment of freight above the maximum allowed by Spanish law 
which had become illegal by the law of the piace of its performance 
It was unnecessary to express any opinion whether the exception of 
restraint of princes applied to the obligations of the charterer as well 
as to those of the shipowner. In his opinion the decision of Mr. Justice 
Bailhache was right, and the appeal must be dismissed with costs 
WARRINGTON and Scrutron, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the 
same effect, the latter expressing the opinion that cases such as Barker 
v. Hodgson (supra) could no longer be regarded as the law, exceptions 





and exemptions from liability in contracts being frequently allowed | 


by implication.—Counse:, 2. A. Wright, K.C., and Claughton Scott; 
A. Neilson, K.C., and Clement Davies. Sovicrrors, W. A. Crump 4 
Son; Pritchard & Son, for Andrew M. Jackson, Hull. 

(Reported by H. Laxoronp Lewis, Barrister at-Law.]} 





APPRUVED and COMMENDED by leading EXPERTS 
for the REMEDIAL TREATMENT of aii grades of 
MENTAL DEFECT. 


The ROYAL EARLSWOOD INSTITUTION 


is a REAL HOME Jor those UNDEVELOPED persons 

of both sexes who need kind contro! and expert 

supervision in Good Schools, Farm, Kitchen Garden 
and Manual training. 


Trust Funds are available for the Children of Barristers, 
Solicitors, and Cl. rgy of Church of Bagiand. 

Admission on Inclusive Fees. If whole cost cannot be paid, 
by votes of Subscrilers, with part-paymeat. Ne eompetition, 
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Fn'l information of Mr. MH. HOWARD, Sceretary, 14-16, Ludgate ni, 
7 «ity 


London, 


High Court—Chancery Dyivision. 
Re NORTH CHESHIRE wg pe CO. (LIM.). Russell, J. 
30th March 


ComMPpaANY—REORGANIZATION OF CAPITAI One, Reso.uTion For Con- 
\LIDATION AND SuB-p1viston—Compantes (Consotrpation) Act, 1908 


3} Ep. 7, c. 69), ss. 41 and 45 
Sect i 11 of the ¢ om pantes (¢ naolidation 1 1908. permata 
Hidation of shares, followed by a sub-division of the shares resull 


ing fron uch naolid ition, to he carried out hy ¢ ingle re solution 


Campbell s case (1873, 9 CA. 21), applied 

This was a petition for sanction of a scheme by the court under 
section 120 and for confirmation of a resolution modifying the conditions 
n the memorandum so far as to reorganize the share capital under sec 
tion 45. The company was incorporated in 1897 with a share capital of 
£100,000 divided into 5,000 preference shares of £10 each and 5,000 


ordinary shares of £10 each, a! ied (except 200 of the ordinary) and 
fully paid up. In 1911 the capital was reduced to £18,000, divided 
into 5,000 preference shares of £3 8s. each and 4,800 ordinary shares 
of 4s. 2d. each. By the memorandum of association the preference 
shares carried a fixed cumulative dividend of 5 per cent., ranking as to 
dividend and capital in front of the ordinary shares, and with no further 
ight to narticipate in the asset n a winding-up In September, 


1918, the arrears of dividend amounted to £11,200, due on the pre 
sets exceeded the aggregate of its 


ference shares, and the company’s 
The scheme proposed that 


indebtedness and share capital by £17,000 
the arrears of preference dividends should be capitalized, and that the 
preference shareholders should participate equally with the ordinary 
shareholders in the surplus profits and capital assets. The scheme also 
provided for an alteration of the denomination of the shares, so as to 
have the capital divided into £1 shares, a reorganization of the exist 
ing capital, and an increase of capital by creating 17,000 new £1 


shares A special resolution resolved that the scheme be approved, 
the capital increased, and the memorandum modified accordingly, and 
an appropriate resolution was passed by the statutory majority of pre 
ference shareholders incre n apital in ac rdance with section 45 of 


Consolidation) Act, 1908 This was a petition to 


the Cr mpanies 
The opposing preference shareholders contended 


on the scheme 


hat sectign 41 did not permit of sub-division and consolidation being 


‘ 
ul 


done uno flatu 
Russect, J., after stating the facts, said: It is contended in this 
ase that the procedure that has been adopted is not justified by the 


Companies Consolidation) Act, 1908 and that consolidation and sub 
division of share capital cannot be effected in one breath I do not 
think anvthing either in tl ympany s articies or in the Act. shewa 


there is any objection to its being done by a single resolution Support 
to that view is given by Lord Selborne in Campbell's case (supra). It 
also argued that if the matter had stopped at consolidation the 


was 


result would have been to give fractions of shares to shareholders 
Rut the consolidation was only a step to sub-division, which resulted 
in no fractional holding und as merely part of a scheme which, in the 


olved no fractions, there is no objection to it The acheme ia 


esuil, inv 

ve ax Nets sanctioned, and the special resolution confirmed so far as it 
modifies the companies’ memorandum of association so as to reorganize 
the share capital thin the meaning of secti 15.—Counsen, 
(Clauson. K.C.. and Daynes; Cecil Turner. Sorscrrors, Jaques & Co., 


for Godfrey Rhodea d& Evana, Halifax; Prit hard, Englefield & Co., 
for Mather & Son Liverpool 


[Reported by Leonanp Mar, Barrister it’Law.] 


Re MILNER AND ORGAN’S CONTRACT. Eve. J. 15th Mareh. 


, 
VENDOR AND PURCHASER CONTRACT Reseission CLaAvsk—SALe BY 


Trustres—No Power or Sate—Ricur to Rescinp 
ontracted to sell and renerved to themaelrea the 


Vendors as trustees 
that they had no immediate 


ueual right fo rescind lt turned 
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0 | | t o he f section 212 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, and paid 
itd ‘ } eL. //. ¢ / t t was d What was the legal effect of that payment? Thé 
( } } / Sor find i 7 i 8 ! | t n bankruptcy was known t th plaintiff i if. subs 
J {. ¢ { j / i. ¢ 7 J 7 e ban iy y the plaintiff did ar ict which could, eit 
Cardi nferentially icknowledyve the existence of the tenancy, f1 
[Reported by S. FE. Writs, Barrister-at-Law.] a wa r of the forfeiture It was clear from the leading st 
376 t nne lified en 
e ry ’ _ e y a breach, which 
High Court—Kine's Bench Dhvision. the applicant for stich rent, waived the forfeiture. But ther 
° . t decisions it juestion what was, and what was 
BYARS », ENEVER. Coleridge. J. 28rd March Seoteiniaeh afm busine “dent dhaun tack A ciation ait daa 
LANDLOR anp TeNANT—LBAst Breacn or COVENANT ,ANKRUPTCY vith the point where the action was brought for ejectment 
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to that assertion did not qualify, and could not be alleged to qualify Appeal T means the standing tribunal of appeal to be 





| 
the irrevocability of that position. In the present case the original nted by the Minister section 5 (2) of the Act; 
action was not a mere action for rent, but for possession for non-payment the p} Pribuna means such person as the 
of rent, and the law afforded the defendant a statutory right to dispose \ ! t to 1 t t vt as Clerk to the 
of the breach of covenant by the payment of the 1 juart rel | 
costs, and this course he adopted rhe landlord ( fuse to t 2 e Int et pT tu the interpreta- 
the rent, ind, ot course f he had refused it, the ment u ‘ ‘ erp t f an Act of 
been all the stronger that nothing that the 
session for non-payment of rent qualified that position that t i { to the ister trom a 
determined But the question was, what was t effect of ntir t ‘ t len 1 house, in 
receiving the rent Lhat question had not en t t i . ‘ t thre erk to the Appeal 
direct decision, but it had been the subject of dict had bee { 1 | ‘ by his duly 
cited in several cases where it | I 
jlandlord might have accepted t nt but those ‘ une ! ‘ \ is may be after 
apparently had not accepted the rei ma the ts « ror t t i 1 copy of 
wnv decision on that question Lie : 
Portbury ‘ , h Ray \ P ve the { t} receipt by 
court, Sal t is ( t1 n inju t ( lay ft } { the Appeal 
able to mainta el Teit e and still have t ! but het to hat extent 
this. The pla till early entitied to y “1 ‘ i t ‘ unit tre t ippeal and 
rent, 1f there were no forfeiture exne profits if there wa hat ‘ t mission was 
seemed to be exceedingly clear and v good common sens If 
’ vas so. the claim for posses ion be thus met, the fact that the se I f \ | eedings allow 
proces jing was not brought until 7th May. 1919, for possession on the | t ent ich terms 
rround of forfeiture due to e adjudication in oll iptey in July, ‘ { ayy t local authority 
7918, did not prevent the success of this action by reason of the accept it ‘ | rif further particulars 
ance of rent in the circumstances in the former action, there havin 
been no alteration in the position of the parties in the meantime, no rent i ] te t ‘ ! i the statement 
having since been paid or received followed that the action brought ‘ ‘ f | irs which may 
in May, 1919, for forfeiture by ison of the adjudication in July, 191 ‘ , the yy Tribunal are of 
j succeeded Judgment for pl i CounseLt, EB. W. Hensell. for |. pir t the sture t { roperly be deter 
the plaintiff; /Haldin, K.( ane rd, for the defendant SoLI , . a . P earing. and may 
. crrors, (. & G. Keith: fF 
r [Reported by G t y bject fore . % i t hit fix a date tor 


the hearir f } ! ha ( ! even days notice 
t ind pl of the 


hearing 





in appeal 


} 


New Statutes. | bu 5 ae ee ee ae 
the Zitt Apri the Roya \ss Was pve et sin : : ‘ j , il ; l> il person to 
The Treaties of Peace (Austria at ‘i ' ‘ eure t ‘ 

The Army and Au k ree An ual ] 4 ‘ } I ‘ ! migeie 1 
The De Vesei Divorce ot } ‘ 





The Rules of the Supreme Court (No. 1), 1920 


The Rule Committee of th: Supreme ( rt e made the f 


rules 


ORDER XXXVII 
Ll) The f lies hal b ! | 


Fe ec" W. WHITELEY, LTD. 


cause, matter, or assue has been entered la y assizes 
writ of subpeena may be sued out by any party and m be issued | 


out of the Central Offics r out f the district 1 strv. of the dis- | “we 1c ~ 
soles in a h the cit r town where ‘h ( to be had not AUC TIONEERS, 
salt EXPERT VALUERS AND ESTATE AGENTS 


withstanding that such action, cause, matte issue is 
ceeding in such district istry 

Rule 27s Sub pans ’ retrict Reqguat 7 l arhitrati 
An application under sectior 3 of the itrat Act. 1889 # 

. : k , ’ 

the iamue of 4 writ of aubpamna wi tectifeantum. or of subpa QUEEN'S ROAD, LONDON, W. 2. 
ucee fcum may, if the t ance © ti ’ x ed red att 
in the district rT aly I str , mad 
Central Office or at the re gistry of it dist t at 


the option oO 
applicant, and any such writ v wn such application be 
out of the Central Office r the dist t registry accord 


Appendix to Order SEXVIL. Rae 1 the Fxaminers Fees oe | WALUATIONS ror PROBATE, 


wing fee is substituted there 


U ESTATE DUTY, SALE, FIRE INSURANCE, ETC. 
pon vivir an appointment . 
(3) These rules may be cited as } ile 
No. 1), 1920, and shall come into operation « 

22nd Apri 
nantes AUCTION SALES EVERY THURSDAY, 
Ministry of Health Order. VIEW ON WEDNESDAY, 
THE PROHIBITION OF DEMOLITION (APPEAL PROCEDUR IN 
RULES, 1920 


; ‘he Minister of Health, under the powers conferred , | LONDON’S LARGEST SALEROOM. 


3 section 5 (2) of the Housing (Additional) Act. 1919, and 
. powers enabling him in that behalf, hereby makes the a 
: Rules :— " ; ea Te = Puonz No.: PARK ONE (40 Langs) Tetuoname: “WHITELEY LONDON, 


: 1. These Rules may be cited a 1e@ hibition of Demoliti 
| Procedure) Rules, 1920. 

: 2.—{1) In these Rules, unless ih 

, The Act ’’ means the He 

t Phe Minister nears t 











Donde 
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11. The forms set out in the Schedule to these Rules or forms sub- 
stantially to the like effect shall be used for the purpose of these Rules. 
12.—(1) Any notice or other document required or authorized by 
these Rules to be sent to the Clerk to the Appeal Tribunal shall be 
sufficiently sent if sent by post in a registered letter addressed to the 
Clerk of the Appeal Tribunal, Ministry of Health, Whitehall, London, 
8.W. 1 
(2) Any notice or other document required or authorized by these 
Rules to be sent by the Clerk to the Appeal Tribunal or by the local 


authority to any appellant shall be sufficiently sent if sent by post to 
the address stated in the notice of appeal ; 

3) Unless the contrary is proved any notice or document sent as 
aforesaid shall be deemed to be served at the time at which a letter 
would be delivered in the ordinary course of post 


Scheduls 
Form 1 


Forwu or Novice of Appeat AGAINST A RerusaL oF PERMISSION TO 
Deworisn A House 


Hovsing (Appiriona, Power Acr, 1919 


(Notice of Appeal may be given by filling up and sending a copy 
’ this form to the Clerk to the Appeal Tribunal, Mimstry of Health, 
Whitehall, London, S.W. 1.) 

Full name of Appellant 

Full address of Appellant 


Address of house in re spect of whic h the Appeal is made 


I, the undersigned, being the of the above-mentioned 
house hereby appeal to the Minister of Health against the refusal oft 
to grant permission to me to demolish 
Lpart off) the said house. Such permission was refused by the said 
Local Authority on the day of , 192 
My appeal is based on the ground that the said house is not capable 
without reconstruction of being rendered fit for human habitation. § 
lleve inaert a concise atatement of the facte and grounds of the 
1 ppeal, including the eatimated present value of the house and 
detaled particulars of the work required for rendering the house 
ft for human habitation and of the eatimated coat of the work} 
Signature of Appellant 
Date 
State Appellant's interest in the house 
+ State name of the Local Authority 
: Strike out these words, if inappropriate 
§ This is the only ground of appeal which the Act permite 
Form 2 
Form or Sratement or Repry py “Locat AvtHority 


Hovsina (Appttiona, Powers) Acr. 1919 








In the matter of an Appeal made by* 
of against the refusal oft 
to grant permission to him to demolish the 
house? 
The following facta stated in the Appellant’s Notice of Appeal are 
admitted 
LHere insert statement of facta admitted.) 


The grounds on which permission was refused are as follows 
Here insert statement of grounds.) 
Dated this dav of 192 


Signature of Clerk of Local Authority 


Insert name and address of Appellant 
+t Insert name of Local Authority 
Insert address of house 


12th April. 


Ministry of Food Orders. 
THE EGGS (PRICES) ORDER, 1919 
(reneral Licence. 


On and after 22nd March, 1920, until further notice, eggs may be 
Bought and sold free ‘from the restrictions imposed by the Eggs (Prices) 
Urder, 1919 [S: R. and O., Ne 1, 686 of 1919). 

20th March. 


THE ITIMPORTHD ONIONS ORDER. 1918 
General Licence. 


Om and after the 23rd March, 1920, untal further notice, Egyptian 
onions may ‘be sold and bought free from the restrictions as to price 
imposed by the above Order [S. R. and O., Nos. 1210 and 1705 of 1918, 
and No. 324 of 1919). 


LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY 
No. 15, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 


Capital Stock ... 
Debenture Stock £331,130 


REVERSIONS PURCHASED. ADVANCES MADE THEREON, 
Forms of Proposal and full information can be obtained at the Society's Office. 
G. H, MAYNE, Seerétary. 


£400,000 





THLE RATIONING ORDER, 1918 
Directions. 


In exer of the powers reserved to him by the above Order and of 
all other powers enabling him in that behalf, the Food Controller hereby 
orders and directs as follows :—On and after the 29th March, 1920, until 
further notice, the weekly ration for suger shall be 8 ozs, instead ot 
6 ozs., and the amount of sugar to be sold or*supplied by a caterer under 
Clause 19 of the above Order shall be 4 ozs. instead of 3 ozs., and 
Clause 6 of the Directions relating to Sugar and Butter, and Clause 1 (a 
of the Directions for Catering Establishments and Institutions, bot! 
issued under the above Order and dated the 4th February, 1920, shall be 
modified accordingly (8. R. and O., No. 151 of 1920, 8. R. and O., No 
152 of 1920) 

2. On and after the 19th April, 1920, until further notice, the weekly 
ration for Government butter shall be 14 ozs. instead of 1 oz., and 
Clause 5 of the above-mentioned Directions relating to Sugar and Butter 
shall be modified accordirgly. 

23th March 


THE FLOUR REQUISITION (RETAIL DEALERS AND BAKERS 
ORDER, 1920. 

1. (a) The Food Controller gives notice that he hereby takes pos 
session of all flour (inc'uding self-raising or proprietary flour) which 
is at the close of business on the 10th April, 1920, in the United King 
dom and in the possess‘on, custody or control of any person selling 
flour by retail or of any manufacturer of bread for sale and which was 
in the possession, custody or control of or im course of transit to such: 
person at the close of business on the 13th March, 1920. 

(6) This Order shall not apply to any flour in the possession, custody 
or control of any person who hae lawfully taken delivery of the same 
for a precluded purpose in accordance with the terms of a licence granted 
by or under the authority of the Food Controller for the purpose of the 
Flour and Bread (Prices) Order, 1917. 

2. This Order may be cited as the Flour Requisition (Retail Dealers 
and Bakers) Order, 1920. 
10th April 


——— 


The following Food Orders have also been issued : 

The Meat (Maximum Prices) Order, 1917. Notice. 20th March 

The Freshwater Fish Order, 1920. 20th March. 

Order amending the Meat (Maximum Prices) Order, 1917. 20th 
March. 

The Meat Retail Prices (England and Wales) Order, No. 2, 1918, 
and the Meat Retail Prices (Scotland) Order, 1918. Notice. 20th 
March. 

The Flour and Bread (Prices) Order, 1920. 25th March. — 

The Beer (Prices and Description) Order, 1920. 10th April. 

The Spirits (Prices and Description) Order, 1920. 9th April. 

Notice of Revocation of various Butter and Milk Orders for 
Ireland. 26th March. 








Societies. 
United Law Society. 


A meeting was held in the Middle Temple Common Room, on Monday 
26th April. .Mr. R. W. Turnbull was in the chair. 

The secretary announced that he had received a letter from the Lav 
Society stating that Mr. S. E. Redfern had been appointed the society's 
representative on the Legal Education Committee. 

Mr. G. W. Fisher moved : “ That the case of Ellerman Lines, Ltd. : 
H. & G. Grayson, Ltd. (1919, 2 K.B. 514), was wrongly decided.”’ Mr 
S. E. Redfern opposed. Messrs. W. D. Coleridge, P. S. Pitt, E. H 
Philcox, and H. 8S. Wood-Smith also spoke. *Mr. Fisher having replied 
the motion was put to the house and lost by four votes. 

The annual general meeting will be held on Monday, 10th May. All 
members are requested to attend. 








Mr. W. H. Leycester, formerly a magistrate at the Lambeth Police 
Court, has been appointed to succeed Mr. Chester Jones at the 


Marylebone Police Court, and took his seat there for the firat time on 





2rd March. 





Monday. 
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Industrial League and Council. 








A National Scheme of Profit-Sharing. 








The following are extracts from | dress « \ Nation s 
of Profit -sharing, “hich was giv Mr. H W. Jord 
Caxton Hall, or. Wednesday 4lat \ ! apiece 
Industrial League d Council. M \ \\ VP 
chair, in the absence of S§ Donald M r , dre 
obtamed from the General Secret ' { 
8&2. Victoria-strest, S W. 1 
Mr. Jorda staicd at sca y 
md the attatude oO Liwbou us ! 
Ministre Liaabour Profit-s ( , 
issued, and continued: My sugg 
mauring. hemes should ‘ix nt 3 
y the Board Trade | i 
ecogmition should be v eld é i 
the Whitiey Councils e resp ! 
e Board of Trade l . } { 
app! M110Nn Of all x s {> 
or their representative the { , 
him to demand whateve weeded i 
whether the amount al nploves i profi 
[The auditor would not m * a wl ! 
even to disclose vhe amour t ry t p 
he would have to be sat ‘ pur ‘ 
more than the standard Lneru had be ed 
manager or his nominees. Mas ly ub ve dl 
connection with the Wl ev OG « the dist ‘ 
standard method of arriving v tie manage rie I ‘ 
the reasons for failure I have referred 1 there are proba { 
ocewring leas frequently and t el wearying 1 
Where the schemes hav: mre rive’ vw a p 
iterested absolute fatbure re es and it 5 ed t t 
general rule not only have e schemes tended to enhance the prospe 
of the business, but that the employees have received substant 
than their normal wages, and have pr i themselves walling, « ‘ 
ind happy workers (parti: where they have been admitted st 
holders It is my opinic therefore. t indard schen 
elastic character) could be inched, ! ned safeguards aga 
the o jectiaons Ut! lL have rent ed, man isinesses, the | prie 
whicl we hesitated t enture oO eme oO ne own evi n 
would ibe disposed to adopt Companies adopting ild unde 
to administer the scheme for a definite period, such as five years 
during that time it did not work satisfa f he company should 
entat'ed to withdraw the scheme from operation on giving twelve mor 
notice of its intention to do so at e end of the fourth financial yee 
It may be recalled t in the « t of last ve t “p 
M ter foreshadowed actao1 iv the Government to further the idopt f 
of profit-sharing schemes. More recently profit-sharing has been ad 
cated by men of such wid divergs view «e Mr. J. A. Seddor 
M.P.., ind Lord Robert Cex ind just ile | iring Kaster wee i 
Mountain Ash, 10,000 mimers wn ious parts of the coalfield a 
demonstrat > gainst. nationalisation of mines. passed » resoluti 
opposing the projye t,and advocated a systen profit-sharing after pa 
ment of a fair dividend on capital cl ro} wage to employees 
With backing from s differen varters success fot standard scher 
should be tolera vy « ] irs piace ! ruld sugyest ! 
encourage profit-sharing 1 popu some concession of 
advantage, suc sare ‘ sion « me r profite | 
exemple , should ” mTmanted ns dopt Scnie ela ut 
to put before you r suc s ! " ' be up ved (} 
course, it will inevitalb ” pointed o s occasik oss t 
the revenue; but against has to be ss e benefits accruing to 
capital and Jaibour ~ sé lence t ! wed effici cy wi 
vould almost cert The standard scheme could be adopted 
y aby companies or fn aVouring profit-sharing, or by any individue 
employer, but t concessions made by e Government ould b 
granted alike to companies d tirms | ng already in operation 
system of profit-sharing, subject their resp. exustiamg schen 
being approved by the Board Trad Possub night be considered 
that some method of ids ing compames and ‘ vYiating then 
s with » project should be devised nd dk ition n 
the form « rt subject un 8 iz 
vords “ profit-al , nfter the name ich « i appe f < 
ompany’s letter pape d it é I wal 
partacularly later 
Under the suggested : ‘ | le 
aiter providing f¢ ley pia h & lit 
to the accepted « ud i he ; 
cent, cumulative d lend l ly Li 
num return on sound vu » pe 
mnulatave), i e ! rred }) industr ‘ - 
The 6 per cent ur " d } i ed 7 , 
further divider s stand i l . ' 
the average rate of return on trustee se ities vary e rate Lividermd 
inder t 1 achem« uld ir rding For exan p ) acl ) 
the time when the standard was per ce e cumulati lividend 
would then have been at that rate, and the ‘ the nun imnuiative 
dividend would have bee 1}? per thus ent ng the employees to 
bonus after 5} per cent. had heer 1. Tt may 1 ut some would 
consider the no ulative divid should te id th yuld 
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But. whe is rate was 3 per cent., 


a. propos ‘ 
we as 3 pe 


e 
1? per cen 





be 8 


pear to 


additiona t. was as attract r cent. or r cent 

s Tow und, on the other hand, if the 6 per cent stand Se ahead 

se in the future to, aay, 10 per cem., a non-cumulative dividend of 

pr ent. would probably be deemed sufficient. The issue of de 

res « vt he an capita at induly high rate of interest 

tt e dbje securing a ree is possible for capital at the 

| ‘ ) ft the ¢ , ‘ vould have rindde lt n vy be that th 

be nsidered rigid pp all lustries, and 

t tia co Dy ed nodify the rates to 
‘ int sta ‘ 4 precedent for thi 
ded Fine \ ay rizes such a board t 

t p ed on capital for the purpose f 

e excess profits du \ny proh 

! ip r ‘ list bution r location of which 

| ‘ mead hould lw divided into three parte ; d applied 
he f 1 should ‘be distributed am« the shar 

i | lend wdance with their respective mghts 

I I hould listributed among employees (including 
! et anaget ashiers, XC nh proportion t 
j ther pre-determined proportions "The 

nit s tt ? of a caal paymer r be a yplic d 
rt Dy ved | a majonty of the employees c) he third 
| I l be “ earmarked “ pension ’’ and applied for the purpos 


. np! ryees of the ympanvy as stated later 


and cou 


which 


pies of the working of the scheme, 


ed t} eds of old + question 

it er n lustrial worker ] j | the upbringu 
| | t the ws and daughters are ues ! losely related 

1 e assurance of the former would tend to make the accomplish 

! latte re Tree | ix pet wd noeri Che disposition 
t rohts ndet therefore calls for close naideration designed 
i st rele piovee oO me extent of the burden of providing 
t rements of age ind to that extent iSm41ng a Man 8 savings 
! ther and more immediate uses It is suggested that the funds 
ivailable under this head should be paid int State-approved pension 
f 1, each emy being credited with the proport paid in on his 
He w ha er | | h would be recorded 

¢ nt paid in on his bel 1 i uld be made up at 
ervals. Whe n em ee reached the prescribed age (say 

t ! he w 1 be entitled to a unnuit justified by the amount 

h had been paid to the pension fund. The pension fund should 

by uiministered by a I p of insurance ompanies of pre ved atabilits 
being shared by them and “ backed "’ by the State. If an 
mploves ft to enter the service of another profit-sharing company his 
rt pat i« would yn as before. but if he entered the service of a 







THE HOSPITAL FOR SICK CHILDREN, 
CREAT ORMOND STREET, LONDON, W.C. 1. 










ENGLAND'S GREATEST ASSET IS 
HER CHILDREN. 


“TH need, for greater eftort to counterbalance 

the drain of War upon the manhood of the 
Nation, by saving infant life for the future welfare of 
the British Empire compels the Committee of The 
Hospital for Sick Children, Great Ormond Street, 
London, W C. 1. to lead Most earnestly for increased 
support for the National work this Hospital is 
performing in the preservation of child lite. 

The children of the Nation can truthfully be said 
to be the greatest asset the Kingdom possesses, yet 
the mortality among babies is still appalling, while 
the birthrate is slowly but surely declining. 


Rok 






















over 60 years.this Hospital has been the 
means aving or ré¢ storing the lives and 
health of hundreds of thousands of Children, and 
of instrueting Mothers in the knowledge of looking 
after their children 
£15,000 has raised immediately 

keep the debt 

Forms of Gift by Will to this Hospital can be 
obtained on application to 
JAMES McKAY, Acting Secretary. 
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company not adopting the scheme, provision should be made to allow 
him to make deposits or pay premiums to supplement the amount 
standing to his credit. If he did not enter the service of a firm 
contributing to the pension fund under the scheme, and did not himself 


make any payments thereto, he would, when the time came, receive as 


annuity the amount justified by the original allocations of profits to 
pension fund on his behalf.. His interest in the application of (c) is 
solely in respect of pet ind he would not be entitled to be paid 
out as part of the contribution made on h behali any proportion of 
the sums paid into the pension fund by his employer Where, however, 
an employee not employed in a profit-sharing company makes voluntary 
contributions to supplement the contributions of any previous employer, 
he should be entitled to the repayment of such voluntary contributions 
with a justified addition as interest, after tice and satisfying 
prescribed conditions Thi not a matter presenting any rreat 
actuarial difficulty, and in point of fact is nearly comparable to the 
practice of at least one insurance company in respect of annuities. It 
is sugyested that by th me . t will he possible f r every industry 
to make some direct provision for the old ave ot ts @! wloyees without 
iteelf ine urring any tuture bility which it m ght be unable to meet, 
and the reproach that, after having claimed a man’s services for perhap 
the whole of his life, he has been thrown on his own resources at an 
advanced age, would not be frequently heard 

It might be preferred that the total of the amounts paid into the 
State funds should be pooled, so that the employee of ompany making 
modest profits would participate equally with the employee of a highly 
prosperous company. It is eivable that such an arrangement would 
be advantageous, as ever rker (as disti from those who are 
“independent ’’) would be assured of some provision, whether the 
company or firm he had served were prosperous or not jut I would 
not suggest pooling the amount payable in cash, as to do would 
remove the incentive on the part of the employees to do their best to 


further the prosperity of the individual business in which they were 
engaged. It is scarcely necessary to add that benefits under such a 
scheme would be paid as of right, and there should not be taken into 
account in any way income derived from savings in any other manner 
The question of the modification of the tem of paying the existing 
national old age pensions ought to be considered in this connection 

Mr. Jordan gave further examples, and concluded 

In putting these propositions before you I do not attempt to sugvest 


that the details of the scheme should be 1 irded as other than tenta 
tive, and if any feature should be calculated to frizhien capital—even 
though the apprehension might not be justified—modification of the 
offending provision would be = imperativ: On the other hand, it 
should be borne n mind that no = heme will achie ny useful purpose 
unless in framing it a hond-fide attempt made t n some measure, 
satisfy the reasonable aspirations of labour. and to put the relationship 


between employer aml employee on a happier footir 


Law Students’ Journal. 
Calls to the Bar. 


The following gentleme vere slled to the Ba n Wednesday 


LINCOLN'’s INN \. Wilberforce; G. Dav London UWniv und 
Captain D. Bowen, RE 
Inner Tempte.—C. R. Havers (holder of a Certificate of Honour. 


awarded Easter Term, 1920), B.A., Cambridge: W. C. Vian: FE. A 
Collymore, M.A., Oxford; C. Asquith, B.A.. Oxford: G. E. L. Par 
dington, M.A., Oxford; H. A. Littlejohn, B.A., Cambridge: C. E. 
Goolden, M.A., Cambridge; H. B. Milling, M.A.. Oxford: IT. G 
Davies, M.A., Cambridge; H. H. Williams, M.A., Cambridge: J. S 
Hockman, B.A., London; M. D. Bhansali, B.A.. Cambridge: J. K 
Redgrave, Cambridge; A. R. Isola; A. G. Erskine Hill, M.A., LL.B.. 
Cambridge ; C. Charuvastra; A. J. Bostock Hill, M.A., Cambridge: 
H. D. Bentliff, M.A., Cambridge; A. I. Hett, M.A.. LL.B.. Cam 
bridge; J. Neal, M-A., L.B., Cambridge; and J. Dickinson, London 

Minpite Tempce Captain J. F. Johnston-Watson, Gordon High- 
landers; FE. F. Slade; R. L. V. Doake, D.S.O., M.C.. and Croix de 
Guerre, B.A.; J. B. Yeoman, \I.D., F.R.C.S.; Major A. H. Davis, 
D.S.0.; A. B. Scott, M.C., M.A., LL.B.; D. E. Oliver, M.A.: A. C 
Sarkar, M.A.; J. PF. Macdonald, M.B., Ch.B., M.D., D.P.H.; Captain 
H. G. Garland, late R.F.A.; J. C. de Wet; Lieutenant A. J. Sherwil!. 
M.C., Livencié en Droit (Caen, France); E. ' Asche, B.A.; E. G 
Affieck ; A. W. Russell, M.A.; M. W. H. de Silva. B.A.. Advocate of 
Supreme Court of Ceylor 

Gray's Inn.—E. 1H. Chenalloy, Christ’s Coll., Camb. ; Captain A. C 
Smith, M.C., R.F.A., B.A., St. John’s ¢ Oxford, Rhodes Scholar 
Captain G. D. H. Wallace, R.A.M.C., M.D. Brussels Univ.. M.R.C.S 
L.R.C.P., London; A. Sanyal, LL.B., Royal Univ. of Treland, B.A.. 
LL.B:, BuSe., Allahabad Uni Lieutenar R. T. Sharpe, Grenadier 
(mards; Lieutenant FEF. Cain, R-AS.C.. BA rrinity Hall, Cambs 
Captain A. W. Back, Pembroke Yeoman: LL.B., London: Captain 
R. W. Frazier, R.A.P Lieutenant-Colonel W. E tatt. CMG 
R.F.A 


Tae Licenses any Generat Insurance Co. (Lrp.) inform us that 
during the rebuilding of their premises at Moorgate-street, E.C., their 
head office will be temporarily at Victoria-embankment, next Temple 
Station, W.C. 2. after 1st May 





Obituary. 
Lord Guthrie. 


Lord Guthrie, one of the Senators of the College of Justice in Scot 
land, died on Wednesday morning at Edimburgh, at the age of seventy 
me He had been in a rursing home for three weeks, and was removed 
home on Tuesday. Charles John Guthrie, says the Times, was a sol) 
of the Rev. Thowas Guthrie, D.D., one of the founders of the Ragged 
Schools and editor of the Sunday Magazine. He was admitted to the 
Faculty of Advocates in 1875, and acquired a large practice. For many 
years he acted as i gal adviser to the Free Church, and afterwards to 
the United Free Church of Scotland. In 1907 he was promoted from the 
Sheriffship of Ross, Cromarty and Sutherland to a Judgeship of the 
Court of Sessiol He also acted as chairman of several Royal Commis 
sions. Lord Guthrie was a man of wide interests. From 1910 unta 
1919 he was president of the Boys’ Brigade of Great Britain and 
Ireland, and for some time was president the Royal Scottish Geo 
graphical Society, and chairman of the Harly Scottish Text Society. His 
interest in antiquities led to his election as member of the councils of 
the Antiquarian and Scottish History Societies Of the well-known 
memoirs of his father (Lord Guthrie was joint author. He also wrote o1 
edited various publications concerning John Knox and his times. But 
in the realm of literature Lord Guthrie will probably be best remem 
bered for his tributes to the memory of Robert. Louis Stevenson, his 
friend in youth, whose cottage at Swanston he latierly occupied. His 
appreciation of Cummy, Stevenson's nurse, was published in 1914 
As a Judge Lord Guthrie displayed an infinite capacity for taking pains, 
and his gentle, kindly nature endeared him to all who knew him. He 
married a daughter of the Rev. J. C. Burns, D.D., of Kirkliston, and 
there are two sons and three daughters of the marrage. 


Legal News, 
Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Joux Dvevip Waker, Sreencer Lumspen Arnott and NORMAN 
Dvevip Waker, solicitors (Arnott, Swan, & Walker), 21, Pilgrim- 
street, Newcastle-on-Tyne. Dec. 31, 1916. So far as concerns the said 
Spencer Lumsden Arnott, who retires from the said firm. 


Atrrep Haroip Resron, Atsernt ALEXANDER Ruston, Davin Howarp 
Ltoyp and Ronatp Sowersy Rvston, solicitors (Rustons & Lloyd), 
Newmarket March 31 The said Alfred Harold Ruston, David 
Howard Lloyd, and Ronald Sowerby Ruston will continue the said 
bnsiness under the style or firm of Rustons & Lloyd. 


WittramM SpetMAN Burton, Percy Corper, and Ernest WaLTeR Hup 
SON, solicitors (Watson, Burton, & Corder), Pilgrim House, Newcastle 
upon-Tyne. March 31. So far as regards the said Ernest Walter Hud 
son. The said William Spelman Burton and Percy Corder will carry on 
the business under the same style or firm. (Gazette, April 23. 





i 


General. 


In the House of Commons, on 22nd April, Mr. Chamberlain 
Chancellor of the Exchequer, asked by Major Entwistle if the Repara 
tion Commission had notified the German Government the amount of 
damage for which compensation was to be made by Germany ; what was 
the extent of that Government’s obligations; if due facilities had been 
allowed to the Germans to give evidence; and what was the com- 
position of the Commission, said :—According to the Jatest  informa- 
tion in the possession of his Majesty’s Government, the answer to the 
first part of the question is in the negative, and the second and third 
parts do not therefore arise. The composition of the Commission is as 
follows :—France, M. Poincaré (Chairman), M. Mauclerc ; Britain, Sir 
John Bradbury, G.C.B., Sir Hugh Levick, K.B.E.; Italy, Signo 
Bertolini, Signor d’Amelio; Belgium, M. Theunis, M Bemelmane ; 
Japan, M. Mori, M. Sekiba; United States (unofficial representatives 
Mr. Rathbone (recently succeeded by Mr. B. W. Boyden), Mr. Logan 

Sir John Simon, addressing a Liberal meeting at Newcastle last 
Saturday, said that his acquaintance with commercial matters was 
limited to the occasional employment of his services by business men 
vho did not want to pay excess profits duty. (Laughter.) He was 
convineed that, though it wa¢ right that we should get very large 
revenue from profits, the excess profits tax was not a well devised tax 
It operated with great inequality and unfairness, and, especially now 
that the war was over, it was calculated to penalize the young firm 
vhich was trying to develop. Another thoroughly bad feature was 
that it encouraged unnecessary and wasteful expenditure. The result 
incidentally was that a great many people went in for expensive litiga 
tion who would not otherwise have done so because they knew it would 
o down as one of the expenses of their business, and the Chancellor 
of the Exchequer would pay 60 per cent. of it. He knew that hap 
pened in litigation. More than once he had strongly advised people 
that their case was not likely to win. The answer he got from the men 
who paid excess profits duty was :—‘ Oh, don’t distress yourself about 
that ; it is not going to cost as much as you think.” 
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Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


JOURNAL & _WEEKLY REPORT ER. 


Date EMERGENCT APPRAL COURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
" Rota. No. 1. Eve SARGANT 

Mcnday May 8 Mr. Church Mr. Leach Mr. Goldschmidt; Mr. Borrer 

Tuesday ...... ‘4 Farmer Churoh Leach Goldschmidt 

Wednesday. 5 Jolly Farmer Church Leach 

Thareday .... 6 Synge Jolly Farmer Church 

Friday ........ 7 Bloxam Synge Jolly Farmer 

Saturday .... 8 Borrer Bloxam ynge Jolly 

Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice P. 0. Mr. Justice 
: ASTBURY PETERSON, LAWRENCE Russet 

Monday May 3 Mr. Synge Mr. Farmer Mr. Bloxam Mr, Juliy 

Tuesday ..... 4 Bloxam Jolly Borrer Synge 

Wednesday .. 5 Borrer Synge Goldschmidt Bloxam 

Thursday 6 Goidsch midt Bloxam Leach Borrer 

Friday..... 7 Leach Borrer Charch Goldschmidt 

Saturday .... 8 Church Goldschmidt Farmer Leact 

Winding-up Notices. 
> 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY 
London Gazette.—-Tcespay, April 20 

Dexe Serxnnine Co., Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before M 3 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their del 
Hague, Retiro-chmbrs., Waterloo-st., Oldham, liquidator 

Arrican Wortp, Lrp. (IN LIQUIDATION Oreditore ere required, on or bef: 
May 10, to sen their ndmes and addresses, and the particulars of their ds 
claims, to Julius Wilson Hetherington Byrne, 81, Gracechurch-st., liquidat 

TRarFoRD PowrR aND Liour Scrrry (1:2), L1D.—Creditors are required, on 
before Mey 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of t! 
debts or claims, to Colin Cooper, 60, Spring-gdns., Manchester, liquidator - 

ALaertT Corton SPINNING Co. (DARWEN), LTD.—Oreditors are required, on or lx 
May 15, to send in their names and addresses, with particulars of their 
or claims, to Herbert Starbuck, South End Mill, Darwen, Lanes, liquidator 

Irvine, Son & Jones, LtD,—Creditors are required, on or before May 3! 
their names and addresses, and thé articulars of their debt r 
Frederick William Jones and Benjamin Davies, liquidators 

BaRRAMIA MINING AND Exptoration, Lrp.—Creditors are rm t 
May 31, to eend their names and ‘addresses, and ¢ particular their debts 
or claims, to William Frederick Garland , 6, Queen Str 1., liquidator 

James TatTersatt & Sons, mer Creditors are required, on or before May 22, t 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, | 
to Sam Lomas Coupe, Town Heall-chmbrs tochdale, Liquidator 

R. Cupworts (Norpenx), Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before May 22, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims. to 
Hugh Oldham, Newgate-<cthmbrs., Rochdale, liquidator. 

fHor THoresen, Jr. (Berra Lip IN Votrntarny LIQUIDATION Creditors are 
required, on or before April 30, to send in their names and addresees, and par 
ticulars of their debts and claims t Percy Hopkins, 10, Fenchuroh-av., 
liquidator. 

JoHN Bourrery, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before May 2, to eend their 
names and addresses, and the particulare of their debts and claims, to Perey 
William Allen, Ashdene, Norden, near Rochdale, liquidator 

Bria Sernnine Co., Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before May 1, to send in 
their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claime, to H. J 
Davidson, Manchester, liquidator 

BAaGstaTe MANvPACTURING Co., Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before May 22 
to send their names and addressee, and the particulars of tl debte and 
claims, to John Shepherd Porter, Edenfield-rd., Norden, near Roohdale 
liquidator. 

Britise Coast Steam Fisurye Co., Ltr In Votrnrary Ligripation Creditore 
are required, on or befé re May 18, to send their names and address and the 
particulars of their debts claims, to John Jemes Campbell 30 ~Silver-st 
Hull, liquidator 

Caventr Vater Enoinecrina Co.. Lrp-—Creditors are required n r befor 
May 11, to send their names and dresses , and partioulars of their debts 
claims, to G. F Hay, 50, St. Edward-st., Leek Staffs, li yni idator 

London Gazette.—Frivay, April 23 

Taomas Warp Exsatxnerreixnae Co., Lrp Ix Ligrrpation).—Creditors are requ 
on or before May 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particular 
of their debts or claims, to Ju Wilson Hetherington Byrne. 81, Gra 
echurch-st., liquidator bs 

Joux Tomxrnson & Co., Lt Ix VoLenra Lievipation.)—Creditora are 1 
quired, on or before June 1, to send the na ind addresses, and the 7 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. Douglas Kidson, 1, Booth-st { 
chester, liquidator 
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Youmans & ( Ls { ® q € n or before May 15, to send io their 
, and addresses, and particular their debte or claims, to Frank T 
~ a ‘ t ‘ <lat 
STORES aAXp Mt } ce l LiQcipaTion Creditors ere re. 
f Ml 8. to send the names and addresses, and particulars 
heir t air t t ler g Ad n Bell, of John Barker & Sons, 
i. = ter-av iqu t 
" va SpPrvxine Co. Lt ( tor rer i n or before May @, to send 
t I a l th their debts or claims, to 
Hart Ah rt} , st Ww : Asht r-Lyen liquidator 
THORPE Moro & Gasace Co.. Lrv. (Is Lrecipati Creditors are required, 
» or I re May 3, to send their name idr s, and particulare of their 
ebts or claims, t Albert FI d Lees at } neser Henry Hawkins, joint 
juidators 
srten Roww WH Sryprcate. Lrp. (I~ V ‘ QUIDATION Creditors are 
10 j re May 8, ¢t pd ir 1 addresses, with par 
ars of their t ns, to G i tt Chadsden, Northenden, 
( l 
AVENDISA Srixnine Co., Lrp.—Credit on or before May 2, to 
send t rr l add: s, and t t r debts or claims, to 
Harry Ashwort} ») St. M vwel's-s Asht i Lyn liquidator 
Breit Razan Reserr Co., Lr Creditors ar 1 r r fore May 12, to 
n their me nd addr with part their debts or claims, to 
George Frederix W m Wood 20, Eastel itor 
ARANARI (New 7 AN Or Writs, Lr.—Cr tor equired, on or before 
Jt 4 t nd t r i and addres and th ilars of their debts or 
air to Mr. I F Villiam I ) . Warwick-ct., Gray's inn, 
’ ; 
wa, I Creditor r l ’ v » f end in their 
es and addr ’ mrt t t to Frank T 
Shearcroft, 36. Q t 
HAR THOMPSON (STAITH Lrp. — lit ' t t re May @ 
r nd tl th lehte or claima 
I } der t) } lat 
EW saw M Co. I ( tor r t fore May 31, to send 
: : ‘ ‘ rt t debte or claims. to 
3 s 0 I Kiddern t t 
FLOF MANUPFA ( I Creditor ' read n or before May 21 
. ‘ 14 t ebte or claims, 
‘ @ a OM t«t.. W 
) F Ts ! ( | Ix Votrsntarny TLre aTIO. Creditors are 
required ’ hef Ml m + ena +) nd idresses, and par 
‘ . ¢ } to Mr. Jan I 13. Astley-st.. Dokin 
Swansea | Co... 1 Cr tor yuir f May 19, to send 
their nar ! 1 t) art | debts or eclaime, to 
avid R \ . | : 
7 j G tf Tre ! \ rj 
Ry n-V ) 1 ) In LIQUIDATIO Creditore are req ! n or before June 1 
t 1 their aT and addresses, with particular f their debts or claime, to 
St H 1 Bers 1, New Brond-st., liquidator 
Porra Empree Co.. Lrn.—Credit are required n or before May 31, to send in 
their name ] re and the particulars of their debts or elnims, t 
Evan Dav la rt Tvl t liquidator 
DICKEN TTy wre TLarepry. T In Liq@rrpation Creditors at required, on 
r} re J l end ¢ r ner nd addres 1 +) particulars of their 
t Rerr iW 1, 95/97, Fins! vement, | idator 
LIsH awND A aw Corprer Co LTp Creditor required. on or before 
' ‘ :4 : nd addressees. and t! lar their debts 
r ela to Harre } ( 7, St. Milde Bar liquidator 
Commerncirar At ay an EN rina Co Ltt I~ Vournwtal Liqripation 
Credit ’ 1 r Va m + ' t ron ind addresses 
+ +} : ¢ +} ; aime. ¢ } . = nu, 15, Copthell-av 
1 + 
4 ' ' { ; ‘ 1 1. to send their names 
‘ ‘ 1 clair to Wm. Fenton, 
; vw via} 


very essential that all 


VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It | 4 
ro- 


Policy Holders should have a detailed valuation of their effecta. 
perty is general] éfv inadequately insured, and in case of loss insurers 
rding DEBENHAM, STORR, & SONS (LIMITED), 
treet, ( ent-garden, W.C. 2, the ell-known valuers and 
tioneer established over 100 years have a staff of Expert 
und will be glad to advise those desiring valuations for any 
Jewels, plate, furs, furniture, worl of art, bric-a-brac, a 

Apvt1 . 





AND GENERAL INSURANCE Co, Lr. 


CONDUCTING THE INSURANCE POOL 6 or selected risks. 


FIRE, BURGLARY, “LOSS OF PROFIT, EMPLOYERS’, 


FIDELITY, GLASS, 





MOTOR, PUBLIC LIABILITY, etc.., 


etc. 





Non-Mutual except in respect of PROFITS which are distributed annually to the Policy Holders 


THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE FAMILY POLICY at 4/6 per cent. is the most complete Policy ever oflered to householder, 
THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE SHOPKEEPERS’ POLICY Covers all Risks under One Document for One Inclusive Premium, 


LICENSE 
INSURANCE. 








For Further Information write: 





SPECIALISTS 


Suitable Clauses for ! 
Licensed SProperty settled by Counsel, will be sent on applicatron. 


24, MOORGATE ST., E.C. 


IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS 


Insertion in Leases and Mortgages of 
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Creditors’ Notices. 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Dar or Clam 


How, WitttmamM Mack Gowan, Swansea. May 3. Gwilym James, Llewellyn & ( 
Merthyr Tydfil 

Larne, Marr Anse Heten, Queen's-cat May 3) forr & Co., 2, Millbank House, 
Westminster. 

Larcock, Atrrep, Ilkley, Yorks, Wool Merchant. May 21. Wade, Tetley, Wade 
& Co., Bradford 

Leaper, Caanites Rosert, Wem, Salop 
Wem, Salo; 


Phyen Ma lb. Lucas, Salt & Glover 



































London Gazette.—Turspar, April 20 Livearp, JouN, Stockport. May 31. Diggles & Ogden, Manchester 
Abas, CHARLES Lemus WV rhampton. Mey 20. Waterhou & Adan W Luwp, Francis, Sunderland, Hosier May W John & Wm. Jae. Robinson 
verhampton Sunderland 
ASLIN, Tuomas Wititam, Ha , M DD J. McOanna 25-36. Sali Lovicx, Eitten, Haverstock Hill. May 31. Lee & Pembert i, | In 
House, London-wa F fields. 
Acesten, Ameria Forp, N Cross J 1. Simr Palmer & Winder, 1 Mason, Maerua, Perry Barr, Birmingham. .May 8. (©. F. Price, Atkins & Pric 
Southwark-st Lond Bri« Birmingham 
Breeton, “Horres CHARLOT Eu ialvy f 0 ‘ Mason, Tuomas Epwarp, Rochester, Rag Merchant. May 20. Wood & Melella 
Malvern Chatham 
Bovusrietp, Ma Kine De Micetsm, Leonarp, Elstr Herts June 1 Richardser Se ( i 
Darlington St. James’s-et 
Brewis, Groner, ( H f 0. ¢{ (amp st. B Newrneron, Maritpa Manoarer, West Kirby, Chester I mM) ( Ja 
Salisbury -sq Hudson Hoylake. 
Beows, Onmiston Kensinet Mm lentou Ha Bu G Ovrram, Rosattr, Bedminster istol. May 31. Dixon & Dixon, Bi l 
Inn -pl Owen, Jounx, Liansannan, Denbigh, Farmer. May 4. David Thomas, Lianrwst 
BvcKMasTen, ALaeer ALFRe Hort ly | 7) Ne "ERKINS, EDwarp OCHARLI Plumetead, Kent, Carpenter. May 2 H. P. Russ 
Caleott, L« ton B rd. B Bexley Heath 
Bercurr, ANN OCvuLterse, Goodn uirs, Aonts Jane, Cast Car $ rset. M 20 Oo. Ca . Ar 
Station-chil Wincanton, Somerset 
Camenormers, Letitia Mantanye, M i 20 «Ha la 6 |’revyost, Wittim, Lower ‘ t I Ma =>. § $ f 
Lancaster pavement. 
CiagKe, Omaries Taomas | in. Woroest Lie Heat [ Rapctrrre, A@xes Marr, Bat May 29 toberteon & Sylvester, Bath 
Mills, 8, Newea.. I ' | 7 erp, Mary Exrzasera, EF inch. Aug. 30. Robert Whit Edinburgh 
CLoves, LEADLET Sykes. Sheffield. ( . ) " 7 Bra & gs Rernotps, Frepertck WiitiaM, Brist May 25. Evans & Taylor, Briet 
Sheffield. Rows, Samvur, Brooxine ANTHON Brixton, Devon, Farmet Ma J WwW. L 
(Cowarnp, Freperice Grore Lanar ' j — la 0 K Munday, Plymouth 
Ade & Hockin 71, Great Russell-st Rowr, Epwarp HeEnpy Brixton, Devon, Farmer May 2B \ I Mundar, 
Deas, Joserm, Blackpool, A st M 4 K B Plymouth 
Dickinson, Emma Manian, Corbridge-on-1 oe Scort, Bratrice Marr, Erdington, Birmingham May 20 (ns & S erwin 
Gateshead Birmingham 
Dixon, Witttam Jouw, Woking, Barrister | 1. Oliver R . Surarp, Ezra Watker, Birstal, Yorke, Dyer. May 31. G. B. B. Blakeley, Dews 
Parker, lo, King-st., St. James " ury 
DRUMMOND, CAROLINE Berna Deane. D ‘ G I 7. R ns. Ha a Suira, ArNwotp Harpr, Moseley, Birmingham. M 2. Anse & Sherwin, Bir 
& Hay, 9, Lincoln's Inn-field ming ham 
Deorres, Georer, Normanhurst, W B fay 31. ¢ Sreane, Atma Vecers, Grosvenor-s May 2. Charles Ruse ( 7, Nor 
Holden & Oleaver, Liverpo folk-et., Strand 
FLANDERS, Entra Marr, Hast May 17 } ( Lar mn. Hast fxom, Thomas Marareson, Oheshunt, Herte May 17. W. J. Pitman, 11-12, Fins 
FLaypers, ALrrep, Hastings Ma 17. Your ( : j Ha bury-sq 
Fox, Epwin Marswatt, Shorcham-on-Sea. May &%. A. J. Gre op & C Bu comas, WinerreD Awmetia, Cwmpadest Croy, Brecon. May 15. Cousins, Botsfor 
ine House, Cannon-st . & Co., Cardiff 
Foiten, Caantes Eaneet Wiisenrorce Cr " Mav 19 " ld & Henr :1TTON, Rosert, and AmeLia Tritton, Dover. June 4. Mowll & Mowl!, Dover 
12 and 14, Great Mar rouch-s«t ‘ Uspornne, Caarntes Frepernicx, Batt! Suase x June & taper & Son Batt 
Green, Hanuy, Clapham Common. June 13. H. G. Bea Fordingbrid 7 Sussex 
Hats Brig.Gen. Francts Henny, Chelten ' 4 Hore P \LES Roserr Jt Shefield, ( an D t Ma 8 Smt Ss t 
Bathuret. 44. Lincoln Inn-flel Fielding Sheffield 
Haneison, ALtine Cermise Joserarve. Nantouillet. & am Pre Veosr, Netsov, Burbage, Buxton, Confection A. J. H. Oram, Buxto: 
Beachecroft, Hay & Ledward, 9. Theohald’s-r~ Wurrworrm, CHARLES Josern, Theddlethorpe, May 31. Bureh, White 
Heaton, Ratnatp, Marble Ar May 18. Hock & Co.. 16. 1 head & Davidsons, 6, Bolton-st., Piocad 
rd., Gray's Inn Witsow, Emry, West Hartlepool. May 1 ryer & Webb, West Hartk 
Heeestera watts, Ciara, Bournemout! May 14 Tattersall & Son. Bour pool 
_ , 4 Ronen "Ghee | a my SB. Ce WAS 11, St. Hek Wrvws, Marr Evrzapern, Neweastle-wpon-Tyn May | Diokinson, Miller & Tur 
I " t Derhy fone 1. Auty & Sone. Sheff bull, Newoaetle-upon-Ty 
B k N ee aut, JOBN, Salcombe. Devon, Bootmaker Ply 
ankruptcy Notices. Guanine, ‘Marl'a Court. "High || THE NATIONAL HOSPITAL 
sr, OARLES, Karl's Court-sq. H Court. Pet. | 
London Gazette.—Tvrspar. April 20 Dec. 10. Ord. April 14 | 
FIRST MEETINGS Mituwarp, Jogn~ ArRtrucr, Thornal Ts Yorks, | 
Downs, Henny Summers | - ; B $ at labourer. Stookton-on-Te Pet. A | 14. Ord | PARALYSED | ond. EPILEPTIC, 
11.40 14, Bed ford-row April 14 | 
Expacott, Davip, and Horace Cnartes Davear Bro Ss smT.Broww. Jon~w Percrvar P High QUEEN SQUARE, BLOOMSBURY, W.C. 
Gray's Inn-rd. April 29 I B t Conrt. Pet. Fe “6. Ord. April 13 | The largest Hospital ef its kind. 
Foc "Séeaee Dien let ‘ e HW Vl Pe = 3, ‘Or f ‘pri = The Charity is foreed at present te rely, te some 
Se ee ee aot tom x one > Wat i , al En extent, upon legacies for maintenance. 
Hennenson, VWatcoum WV Orleans Clu} Kinc-et @ gineer High Court. Pet. March 17. Ord. April 13 Those desiring to provide Annuities for 
James April @ at 2. B t See” Cinwe Amended Notice substituted for that published in th relatives or friends are asked to send for particulars 
st London Gazette of Feb, 4 | | of the DONATIONS CARRYING LIFE ANNUITIES 
Jonyvson, Caartes Ropremk. 8 . 1 Yor Furnit Derrcuman, Iseant, 7. Great Titeh field -st Poultr | FU Foal 
Dealer \pril 27 at 12 Re Figt: . Salesmar High Court. | Dex ’ Or | THE EARL OF HARROWBY, Treasurer. 
Shetficid Jan. 30 a RANTES OE A Oa 
Jones JOuN Traw nethshir But London Gazette Fair Apr 3 | 
April 28 at 12.15 I Cr Foxes Hot Ira RECEIVING ORDERS | 
fvnvdd Cross Hexryr T Wandsworth Grocer Cr lor 
Lawete, Jonw, Sa . ) Bootma} 4 Pet. April 1. Ord. April 20 FOUND AT AST! 
t 3. 7, Bue mi-ter.. P } Crwayx, H male), Hampstead, Toba Dealer Hig} 
MILLWARD Jou~ Artuve ! rnaby-on-Tees Yor? ( rt Pet. March 31 Ord. April 2 
Labourer April 20 2 Off. Re so. H De Vatserwer, Count Mavers, Westh urne-gdn High Stationer who can re'ied on for 
st., Stookton-on-Tee Court. Pet. Jan. & Ord. April 20 eae xce of work, ode fulfilled, and 
Normax, Gronat, Bedford, Surveyor. May 4 ot 10 Gasxeit, Pact, and Hanotp Gasxrit, Liverpool, Prodr examination of work at competitive prices. 
p . Sh ee .~ Merchants Liverpool Pet April 20 Ord 
aY ALTER ERBERT YArblay-«t Wardour. st Anr April @® 
28 at 12. Bankrupt } Carey-st EYYORD Roserrt Henry, Christchurch, Hants, Draper WESTALL’S LIMITED, 
Ponpes, Berwann, ¢ t erst Ay 4 ? Pool Pet. April 20. Ord. April 20 
Bankrupt s.. Car Laxpav, Gasriet, Spitalfields, Wholesale Fruit Sales 6, George Street, Richmond, Surrey 
Tarton, Benrmaxn, Leys-lane ‘ : man. High Court. Pet. Feb. 18. Ord. April 14 LAW STATIONERS. 
Apr 9 at 11.15. Off. Re Lineol Lees, Epmunp, Ulverston, Lancaster, Gener Outfitt , 
TYREMAN Witttm st ‘ 1 Wir Barrow-ia-Fern Pet. April 19. Or April ) Deeds engrossed Plans copied Typewriting, 
April 29 at 230. Off. | oH t., Sf wwe, George Mark. Golder’s Gr rd High ¢ rt Daplicating, Translations, &€ 
a "Tees Pet. March 18. Ord. April 21 Shorthand Writers attend the Courts 
Yares, Humenesr W im Mason Saltw fyt Swanwick, ALFrep THomas, Cheltenham, Rabbit Dealer COUNTRY ORDERS receive special attention and ail 
a, April 98 at » Of. Re Gea t Cheltenha: Pet. April 20. Ord. April 20 orders executed by return post A trial solicited 
nterbur's 
Also at LONDON, CAMBRIDGE, OXFORD AND 
ADJUDICATIONS maw — , een SOUTHAMPTON. 
Assorr, Atrrep, Walthamstow, Essex, Gr H LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) an 
Court. Pet. April 13. Ord. April 18 LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMF NN’ 
ois Gen, Fe bee a ook ene | OFFICE.—No. 120, CHANCERY-LANE, FLEET 
eta Se ee STREET, LONDON £5 TO £5,000 ADVANCED 
Pet. April 12. Ord. A 12 : | ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent en simple Promissory Neves. Neo bills of sale taken, 
Deawors Macpe Etrzasera. Connaught-st.. Pr begs to direct the attention of the Lega! and strictest privacy on ond letters of 
igh Court. Pet. April 12. Ord. April 12 2rofession to the advantages of his long experi eation receive 
Ever, Joux. Pendleton. Lance.. Drvyealter. & : ph ne of upwards of fifty years in the special in gat without delay. Terms matually arranged —— 
Pet. March 12. Ord. April 13 sertion of all pro forma notices, &c., and to solici: | borrowers’ convenience. Special qustations for 
Hatitows Warren Hewryr and Grorerys Hattow S their continued eupport N.B. Forms, Gratis, fo: periods. Apply im comfdence te: 
field, Yorks, Hardware Dealers. Sheffield Statutory Notices to Creditors and Dissolutions o! Corrider Chambers 
April 14. Ord. April 14 Partnershi . with necessary Declaration. File ot LEICESTER. 
Hampits, Lasti, Cranbourn-st. Court. Pet. | “London Gazette” kept for free reference. By 


Jan. 2. Ord. April 10 appointment. 











